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The Legion magazine story reminds us 

that John Hancock, who had inherited a 
grea.t fortune and who already had a price 
of £500 on his head, signed the Declaration 
of Independence parchment in enormous let
ters, so, as he said, "His Majesty could now 
read his name without glasses and could now 
double the reward." 

Benjamin Franklin said, as our history 
books tell us, "Indeed, we must all hang to
gether. otherwise, we shall most assuredly 
h a ng separately." 

The signers knew whtlit they risked. The 
penalty for treason Wa.<3 death by hanging. 

Stephen Hopkins, of Rhode Island, was a 
man past 60 and signed with a shaking hand. 
But he snapped, "My hand trembles, but my 
heart does not." 

These men were all hum·an, and therefore 
fa llible. Perhaps, as Charles Thomson once 
admitted, the new Nation was "wholly in
debted to the agency of Providence for its 
successful issue." But I agree with the au
thor of the story in the Legion magazine, 
"whether America was made . by Providence 
or men, these 56, each in his own way, rep
resented the genius of the American people 
t hen already making something new on this 
continent. 

"WhMiever else they did, they formalized 
what had been a brush-popping revolt and 
gave it life and meaning, and created a new 
n ation, through one supreme act of courage." 

Most of the 56 members of the Continental 
Congress who signed the Declaration of In
dependence were later called reluctant 
rebels: Most of them had not wanted trou
ble with the British Crown. But when they 
were caught up in it, they had willingly 
pledged their lives, their fortunes, and their 
sacred honor for the sake of their oountry. 

It was no idle pledge. Of the 56 who 
signed that noble document, 9 died of 
wounds or hardships during the Revolu
tionary War. 

Five were captured and imprisoned, in 
each case with btutal treatment. 

Several lost wives, sons, or family. One 
lost his 13 children. All were, at one time 
or another, the victims of manhunts, and 
driven from their homes. 

Twelve signers had their houses burned. 
Seventeen lost everything they had. 

Not one defected or went back on his 
p ledged word. 

Their honor and .the Nation they did so 
much to create are still intact. 

But, as the author wrote in the Legion 
magazine, "freedom, on that first Fourth of 
July, came high." 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
MONDAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business .today, it 
stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock 
noon on Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 
1965 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 9811) to maintain farm 
income, to stabilize prices and assure 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov
ernment costs and promote foreign trade, 

· to afford greater economic opportunity 
in rural areas, and for other purposes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, am 
I correct in believing that, on the basis 
of the· unanimous-consent agreement 
which the Senate entered into earlier 
this afternoon, the time limitation will 
start at the conclusion of the prayer 
after the opening of business on Monday 
next? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Chair. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate at this time, I move, pur
suant to the order previously entered, 
that the Senate adjourn until Monday 
next at noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 3 
o'clock and 17 minutes p.m.) the Senate, 
under the order previously entered, ad
journed until Monday, September 13, 
1965, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate September 10 <legislative day 
of September 8), 1965: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Raymond A. Hare, of West Virginia, a For
eign Service officer of the class of career am
bassador, to be an Assistant Secretary of 
State. 

Charles Frankel, of New York, to be an As
sistant Secretary of State. 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Dr. Gustav Ranis, of Connecticut, to be 
Assistant Administrator for Program Coor
dination, Agency for International Develop
ment. 
INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION 

AND DEVELOPMENT 

Bernard Zagorin, of Virginia, to be U.S. 
Alternate Executive Director of the Inter
national Bank for Reconstruction and De
velopment for a term of 2 years and until 
his successor has been appointed. 

UNITED NATIONS 

Charles W. Yost, of New York, to be the 
deputy representative of the United States 
of America to the United Nations with the 
rank and status of Ambassador Extraordi
nary and Plenipotentiary, and a deputy rep
resentative of the United States of America 
in the Security Council of· the United Na
tions. 

James Roosevelt, of California, to be the 
representative of the United States of Amer
ica on the Economic and Social Council of 
the United Nations. 

Mrs. Eugenie Anderson, of Minnesota, to 
be the representative of the United States 
of America on the Trusteeship Council of the 
United Nations. 

WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION 

Dr. James Watt, of the District of Colum
bia, to be the representative of the United 
States of America on the Executive Board of 
the World Health Organization. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

John A. Gronouski, of Wisconsin, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary of the United States of America to 
Poland. 

UNITED NATIONS 

James M. Nabrit, Jr., of the District of 
Columbia, to be a Deputy Representative of 
the United States of America in the Security 
Council of the United Nations . . 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Sidney 0 . Smith, Jr., of Georgia, to be 
U.S. district judge for the northern district 
of Georgia. 

Richard E. Eagleton, of Illinois, to be U.S. 
attorney for the southern district of Illinois 
for the term of 4 years. 

George M. Stuart, of Alabama, to be U.S. 
marshal for the southern district of Alabama 
for the term of 4 years. 

•• .... II 

SENATE 
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1965 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the Presi
dent pro tempore. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., o:ffered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, in whose peace our rest
less spirits are quieted, from the flicker
ing torches of our own understanding 
into Thy holy light, we would lift the 
dimcult decisions of the public service 
which are focused within these walls. 

In the brooding silence of this still mo
ment may the open windows of faith 
flood our darkness with the radiance of 
the eternal, that in Thy sunshine's blaze 
this toiling day may brighter, fairer be. 

We give Thee thanks for all inter
preters of Thy mind who, with brush or 
pen, or winged words, bring even one 
more syllable of reality, one more gleam 
of the truth which . makes men free. 
Clothe our failing flesh, we beseech Thee, 
with Thy renewing grace as now we bring 
our incompleteness to Thy completeness. 
Grant us the vision to meet and match 
the vast designs of this glorious and 
challenging day that we may keep step 
with the drumbeat of Thy truth which is 
marching on. 

In the dear Redeemer's name we lift 
our prayer. Amen. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 
1965 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Chair lays before 
the Senate the unfinished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm 
income, to stabilize prices and assure 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov
ernment costs and promote foreign trade, 
to a:fford greater economic opportunity in 
rural areas, and for other purposes. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 1 minute on the bill. I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
September 10, 1965, be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILL 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on September 11, 1965, the Presi
dent had approved and signed the act 
(S. 511) to increase the authorization of 
appropriations for the support of the 
Gorgas Memorial Laboratory. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate messages from the 
President of the United States submit
ting sundry nominations and withdraw
ing the nomination of William J. Porter, 
of Massachusetts, a Foreign Service o:fli
cer of the class of career minister, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary to the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia which nominating messages were 
referred to the appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes on the bill. I sug
gest the a.bsence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.· 
YouNG of Ohio in the chair). The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
a.sk unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
NONGERMANE BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 

view of the fa~t that conditions covering 
the weather are affe~ing the return of 
some Senators to Washington, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a brief 
period for the transaction of nongermane 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. · 

What time limitation does the Sen
ator from Montana fix? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 3 minutes 
to the Senator from Maryland, on the 
bill. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland is recognized. 

AMENDMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
EXPENSES ACT OF 1946, AS 
AMENDED 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for proper reference, a bill to 
amend the Administrative Expenses Act 
of 1946, as amended, to provide for re
imbursement of certain moving expenses 
of employees, and to authorize payment 
of expenses for storage of household 
goods and personal effects of employees 

assigned to isolated duty stations within 
the continental United States. 

The Federal Government is making an 
effort as never before to improve the 
quality of its civil servants by increasing 
the appeal of a career in the Govern
ment. The President, as is well known, 
has sought to attract to the Federal serv
ice the most valuable and capable peo
ple in the Nation, and to retain the quali
fied people already in the Federal 
service. The recent pay raises, designed 
to bring our Federal salary standards 
closer to those of the private sector of 
the economy, are another example of the 
efforts to upgrade our civil service. A 
third example is provided by the man
agement intern program whose goal is 
to select and train promising individuals 
for high Government posts. 

There are worthwhile steps toward 
a worthwhile goal. Our Federal Gov
ernment must attract the most qualified 
personnel possible. The problems of to
day require no less. 

In this era, an efficient government 
is a mobile government. The functions 
of the Federal Government are spread 
throughout the United States. Federal 
employees frequently must move so as 
to keep the performance of regional 
offices at the highest level. 

Yet more and more Federal employees 
are reluctant to move, even with the in
centives of pay grade increases. This is 
so because there is a definite, sizable gap 
between what it costs to move and the 
amount of that cost which is assumed 
by the Federal Government. John W. 
Macy, head of the Civil Service Commis
sion, . believes that this gap is the most 
important single factor in the reluctance 
of Government employees to move. Mr. 
President, we must eliminate that gap. 

When a Federal employee is asked to 
move for the improved operation of the 
Government, he must make a difficult 
decision. If he has children, he must 
take them from their school to another, 
a move which rarely is pleasant for any
one concerned. If he has his own house, 
he must dispose of it. This always in
volves certain costs of selling, such as 
closing costs, and brokerage fees. It may 
also involve a loss of the employees' 
equity investment. To find a new home, 
he must make a househunting trip at his 
own expense. 

When an employee moves, he must pay 
his family's living expenses while enroute 
from the old home to the new. If, by 
the time he is required to begin work in 
his new location, he has not found per
manent lodgings, he must occupy tem
porary quarters, often at quite consid
erable expense-his own expense. If his 
new quarters are such that he cannot 
find room for all of his household goods, 
he must store much of his furniture
again at his own expense. 

I do not think it fair to the employee 
or in the best interest of the Government 
to require him to bear these expenses 
himself. Almost all large businesses offer 
their employees generous moving allow
ances. If the Federal Government ex
pects to compete with private industry 
for qualified personnel it must not lag 

behind industry in the consideration 
given to the moving expenses of its em
ployees. 

Nonetheless, w.e cannot repay Federal 
employees for the intangible and psycho
logical costs of moving from their circle 
of friends, for the di:fliculties their chil
dren suffer when they move from one 
school to another, for the unpleasant
ness of tearing up their roots in the com
munity. · To absorb these social costs, we 
must depend upon the devotion of Fed
eral employees to their Government. 

But, Mr. President, we should do what 
we can to mitigate this financial burden 
upon employees who are required to 
relocate. 

The Civil Service Commission has sur
veyed those employees who moved for the 
good of the Government in fiscal 1962. 
The conclusions cry for action. More 
than four out of five employees lost 
money on their moves, and the losses were 
significant. The average loss was $558. 
Approximately 17 percent of the movers 
lost more than $1,000. The average loss 
on closing costs for selling a home was 
$677. Needless to say Federal employees 
are generally not rich men. 

Both the Civil Service Commission and 
the President are anxious to see the bur
den of moving lifted from the shoulders 
of the Government employee. I agree 
with them, and accordingly I am submit
ting this bill, based on Civil Service 
Commission recommendations, which 
will make our Federal service more equi
table, more mobile, and more e:flicient. 

Four major types of employee moving 
expenses are covered. 

First, moving and storing household 
goods: The weight limit on goods which 
can be moved at Government expense 
will be raised from 7,000 to 11,000 pounds. 

Employees who are assigned to loca
tions where their quarters cannot ac
commodate their household goods would 
be reimbursed for storage costs for up to 

· 3 years. 
Second, travel: The bill would provide 

for payment of expenses of employees 
and their families, including meals, lodg
ing, and transportation while en route to 
their new location. It would pay for a 
round-trip househunting trip for the em
ployee and spouse to seek permanent 
quarters and for expenses of occupying 
temporary quarters for a reasonable 
length of time. 

Third, real estate transactions: The 
bill would reimburse employees for the 
expenses of selling a residence or settling 
an unexpired lease in connection with the 
move. It would not-and I emphasize
it would not pay for losses on the sale of 
real estate incurred because of an actual 
decline in the selling price and reim
bursement for brokerage fees on the sale 
of the residence could not exceed the 
amount generally charged in the area 
where it is located. 

Fourth, miscellaneous: Employees 
would receive a fiat allowance for mis
cellaneous expenses not otherwise cov
ered. For employees without dependents, 
compensation would equal one week's 
basic compensation, and for those with 
dependents, the amount would equal 2 
weeks' basic compensation. 
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It is important to note that the bill 
provides for reimbursement of moving 
expenses only if the employee agrees in 
writing to remain in the Government 
service for 12 months following his trans
fer. 

The Civil Service Commission esti
mates that the Government-wide annual 
cost of the legislation will be about $22 
million. In view of the increased e:ffi
ciency this will bring to the Government, 
this will turn out to be a long-term sav
ing of money. For both the good of the 
Federal Government and equitable treat
ment of civil servants, I urge that this 
bill be enacted into law. A companion 
bill, H.R. 10607, has already been intro
duced in the House by Representative 
RosENTHAL. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this bill be laid on the table 
for 10 days to give my colleagues an op
portunity to cosponsor. I also ask unani
mous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR
RIS in the chair) . The bill will be re
ceived and appropriately referred; and, 
without objection, the bill will be printed 
in the RECORD and held at the desk, as 
requested by the Senator from Maryland. 

The bill <S. 2516) to amend the Ad
ministrative Expenses Act of 1946, as 
amended, to provide for reimbursement 
of certain moving expenses of employees, 
and to authorize payment of expenses 
for storage of household goods and per
sonal effects of employees assigned · to 
isolated duty stations within the conti
nental United States, introduced by Mr. 
TYDINGS, was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2516 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
subsection (a) of section 1 of the Admin
istrative Expenses Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 806, 
as amended; 5 U.S.C. 73b-1(a)), is amended 
by-

( 1) striking the words "the Act of Feb
ruary 14, 1931" appearing in the first paren
theses contained therein, and inserting in 
lieu thereof "section 4 of the Travel Expense 
Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 166, as amended; 5 
u.s.a. 837) "; 

(2) striking the word "seven" appearing 
1n the second parentheses contained therein, 
and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
"eleven"; 

(3) striking out of the first proviso con
tained therein the words "the Subsistence 
Expense Act of 1926 (5 u.s.a. 828)" and in
serting in lieu thereof the words "section 5 
of the Travel Expense Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 
166, as amended; 5 u.s.a. 838) ". 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 1 of the 
Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 (60 
stat. 807, as amended; 5 u.s.a. 73b-1(b)), is 
amended by adding the following words im
mediately before the period at the end of the 
first sentence in the subsection ", except 
that payment of actual expenses may be 
made whenever, under regulations pre
scribed by the President, the head of the 
agency determines that such method of pay
ment is more economical to the Govern
ment." 

SEc. 2. The Administrative Expenses Act . 
of 1946 (60 Stat. 806), as amended, 1s fur-

ther amended by adding the following new 
sections: 

"SEc. 23. Under such regulations as the 
President may prescribe and to the extent 
deemed necessary and appropriate, as pro
Vided therein, appropriations or other funds 
available to the departments for admin
istrative expenses shall be available for the 
reimbursement of all or part of the following 
expenses of officers or employees for whom 
the Government pays expenses of travel and 
transportation under subsection (a) of sec
tion 1 of this Act: 

" ( 1) The expenses of per diem allowance 
in lieu of the subsistence expenses of the 
immediate family of the officer or employee 
while enroute between his old and new of
ficial stations, not 1n excess of the maximum 
per diem rates prescribed in or pursuant to 
section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949 
(63 Stat. 166, as amen.ded; 5 u.s.a. 836). 

"(2) The expenses of per diem allowance 
in lieu of subsistence of the otllcer or em
ployee and his spouse, not in excess of the 
maximum per diem rates prescribed in the 
Travel Expense Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 166, as 
amended; 5 u.s.a. 836), and the expenses 
of transportation to seek permanent resi
dence quarters at a new ofH.cial station when 
both the old and new stations are located 
within the continental United States, exclud
ing Alaska, provided that such expenses may 
be allowed only for one round trip in con
nection with each chang~ of station of the 
officer or employee. 

"(3) The subsistence expenses of the ofH.cer 
or employee and his immediate family for 
a period of thirty days while occupying tem
porary quarters wh:en the new official station 
is located within the United States (includ
ing the District of Columbia, its territories 
and possessions, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, and the Canal Zone: Provided, 
That the period of residence in temporary 
quarters may be extended for an additional 
thirty days when the officer or employee 
moves to or from Hawaii, Alaska, the terri
tories and possessions, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, and the Canal Zone, except that 
reimbursement for subsistence expenses ac
tually incurred may not exceed an amount 
determined from such average daily rates 
per person as may be prescribed in such reg
ulations, but not in excess of the maximum 
per diem rates presc,ribed in or pursuant to 
section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949 
(63 Stat. 166, as amended; 5 U.S.C. 836), for 
the localities in which the temporary quar
ters are located, for the first ten days of such 
period, two-·thirds of such rates for the sec
ond ten days, and one-half for the balance 
of such period, including the additional 
thirty days. 

"(4) The expenses of the sale of the resi
dence (or the settlement of an unexpired 
lease) of the officer or employee at the old 
official station and purchase of a home at 
the new official station required to be paid 
by him when the old and new official stations 
are Located within the United States (includ
ing the District of Columbia), its territories 
and possessions, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rioo, and the Canal Zone, but reim
bursement for brokerage fees on the saJe of 
the residence shall not exceed such fees as 
are customarily charged in the locality where 
the residence is located and no reimburse
ment shall be made for losses on the sale of 
the residence. This provision applies re
gardless of whether the title to the residence 
or the unexpired lease is in the name of the 
officer or employee alone, in the joint names 
of the officer or employee and a member of 
his immediate family, or in the name of a 
member of his immediate family alone. 

"SEc. 24. Under such regulations as the 
President may prescribe and to the extent 
deemed necessa.ry and appropriate, as pro
vided therein, and notwithstanding other re-

imbursement authorized under this Act, an 
officer or employee who is reimbursed under 
section 1 (a) or section 23 of this Act shall, if 
he has an immediate family, receive an 
amount equal to two weeks' basic compensa
tion, or, if he does not have an immediate 
ilamily, an amount equal to one week's basic 
oompens,ation: Provided, That such amounts 
shall not exceed amounts determined from 
the maximum rate of grade as-ia in the 
General Sohedule of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended. 

"SEc. 25. Under s:uoh regulations as the 
President may prescribe-

"(a) Whenever any civiUan officer or em
ployee (including any new appointee in ac
cordance with section 7(b) of this Act, as 
amended) is assigned to a permanent duty 
station a;t an isolated location in the con
tinental United States, excluding Alaska, to 
which he cannot take or at which he is un
able to use his household goods and personal 
effects because of the absence of residence 
quarters at such location, nontemporary 
storage expenses or storage at Government 
expense in Government-owned facilities (in
cluding related transportation and other ex
penses) , whichever is more economical, may 
be allowed such officer or employee under 
regulations issued by the head of the Execu
tive Department or agency concerned. In no 
instance shall the weight of the property 
stored under this subsection, together with 
the weight transported under section 1 or 
section 7(b) of this Act, exceed the total 
maximum weight the officer or employee 
would be enti,tled to have moved, and the 
period of nontemporary storage shall not ex
ceed three years. 

" (b) This section does not authorize re
imbursement to officers and employees 
traveling under orders issued more than 
sixty days prior to the effective date of this 
section. 

"SEc. 26. Under such regulations as the 
President may prescribe and notwithstanding 
the provisions of the fourth proviso of sec
tion 1 (a) of this Act, in transfers between 
departments for reasons of reduction in force 
or transfer of function, expenses authorized 
under section 1, subsections (a) and (b) and 
subsections (e) and (f) other than expenses 
authorized in connection with transfers to 
foreign countries, and under sections 23 and 
24 of this Act may be paid in whole or in 
part by the department from which the 
officer or employee is transferred or by the 
department to which he is transferred, as 
may be agreed upon by the heads of the de
partments concerned. 

"SEc. 27. Under such regulations as the 
President may prescribe, a former officer or 
employee separated by reason of reduction in 
force or transfer of function who is reem
ployed within six months of the date of such 
separation by a nontemporary appointment 
at a different geographical location from that 
where such separation occurred may be al
lowed and paid the expenses authorized by 
section 1 of this Act, and may receive the 
benefits authorized by sections 23 and 24 of 
this Act, in the same manner as though he 
had been transferred to the location of re
employment from the location where sepa
rated in the interest of the Government with
out a break in service. 

"SEc. 28. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of subsections (a) and (b) of section 1, and 
of sections 23, 24, 25, and 27 of this Act, the 
travel and transportation expenses, includ
ing storage of household goods and personal 
effects, and other relocation allowances shall 
not be allowed thereunder when a civ111an 
officer or employee is transferred within the 
continental United States, excluding Alaska, 
unless and until such officer or employee 
shall agree in writing to remain in the Gov
ernment service for twelve months following 
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his transfer, unless separated for reasons be
yond his control and acceptable to the de
partment or agency concerned. In case of 
violation of such agreement, any moneys ex
pended by the United States under said sec
tions of this Act on account of such officer 
or employee shall be recoverable from him as 
a debt due the United States." 

SEC. 3. Regulations under this Act shall be 
prescribed within ninety days following the 
date of enactment but shall be retroactive to 
such date. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes under the bill to the dis
tinguished Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS]. 

NEO-NAZISM 20 YEARS AFTER 
HITLER 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, 20 years 
have now passed since Hitler's suicide 
and Mussolini's sordid end. Yet their 
ghosts continue to roam the world and 
even haunt us in the flesh in the persons 
of literally hundreds of neo-Nazi and 
other extremist groups whose racist 
ideas and political themes recurrently 
gain currency and apparent respectabil
ity. A whole new generation has grown 
up since the end of World War II-a 
generation which never knew Hitler and 
has no personal experience of the horror 
and holocaust that Nazi ideas brought 
to Europe and the world. And if, as has 
been said, each generation must win its 
freedom anew, then it is not untimely to 
remind this new generation-as well as 
the old, again that those who claim 
the tragic tradition of the murder of 
liberty and of freemen are still abroad in 
the world and are still circulating their 
poisons of hate ~nd fear and violence 
with strong determination and some
times widening acceptability in many 
areas of the world. 

Mr. President, the American Jewish 
Committee has just published an ex
tensive report on neo-Nazi activities in 
Europe on the 20th anniversary of the 
end of Hitlerism. It concludes that the 
hundreds of neo-Nazi parties and splin
ter groups organized throughout Europe 
in the late 1940's and early 1950's may 
have lost members and strength during 
the past decade but their racist ideas and 
political views recently have been gain
ing "currency and prestige." 

The report describes two major anti
Semitic campaigns carried on by these 
groups-one undercover and one open. 
The former, often in alliance with Arab 
league groups, seeks to prevent adoption 
by the Ecumenical Council of any dec
laration making clear the opposition of 
the Catholic Church to anti-Semitism 
and repudiating charges of Jewish . re
sponsibility for the death of Jesus. The 
open campaign is a constant drive to 
establish that the Nazi murder of 6 mil
lion Jews is only "a fable," and that the 
casualties are exaggerated. 

Mr. President, this report deserves 
wide currency and careful reading by all 
who love liberty and who understand 
that its price is eternal vigilance
against the forces of extremism, whether 
of the left or of the right, that preach 
hate instead of love, violence instead of 
justice, fear instead of courage, and war 
instead of peace. The American Jewish 

Committee, its author, has pioneered in 
the protection of Jewish and other rights 
throughout the world and has done 
many other illuminating studies of hu
man relations ·and extremism. I ask 
unanimous consent that the report en
titled "Neo-Nazism Twenty Years After 
Hitler" be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

NEO-NAZISM 20 YEARS AFTER HITLER 

Twenty years after Hitler's suicide in a 
Berlin bunker and Mussolini's ignoble end, a 
spate of smallfry Fuehrers and would-be 
Duces still strive to promote new European 
orders patterned on the Nazi and Fascist 
regimes. 

In Austria and Germany, Belgium and 
Scandinavia, Italy, France and Great Britain, 
dozens of leaders avidly seek primacy among 
the scores of neo-Nazi and neo-Fascist orga
nizations, cultural societies, bunds, fronts, 
and internationals that have sprung up, 
splintered, merged, dissolved, disappeared and 
reemerged in postwar Europe since World 
War II. Some have achieved international 
notoriety; others are virtually unknown. 
Some brazenly sport brown shirts and swas
tikas; others are more subtle. Some openly 
spout their racist and totalitarian ideologies; 
others seek the cover of respectability. .Al
most all prophesy disaster-tragedy for their 
nation or ethnic group, or submergence of 
the white race by black or yellow hordes
unless their programs are adopted. 

Perhaps their most significant accomplish
ment has been the ab111ty of these groups to 
survive. Despite the revulsion against them 
in once-occupied lands, the continuing 
search for war criminals and bans on an1;i
democratic organizations in Germany, Aus
tria, and Italy, these elements have managed 
to continue functioning and to develop ways 
of cooperating with one another. 

THE NEO-NAZI WORLD SURVIVES 

In West Germany, according to a Govern
ment report, there were 119 Nazi-like organi
zations at the end of 1964.1 In Austria, over 
40 such groups were formed in the late 
1950's, shuffling and reshuffling members like 
a deck of cards.2 A Belgian journalist, Michel 
Georis-Reitshof, described more than a dozen 
extreme rightist groups in that country as 
worthy of attention. And in Great Britain, 
Maurice Orbach, General Secretary of the 
Trades Advisory Council, wrote late in 1963: 
"It is estimated that about 175 such organi
zations (which exist primarily to seek power 
or publicity by the dissemination of racial 
and religious hatred) have been started since 
1945, though it is doubtful whether a score 
of them exists today." a 

By most observable criteria, neo-Nazi ele
ments, for all their febrile activity, clearly 
have been checked and circumscribed in 
Western Europe since their first postwar spurt 
in the late 1940's and early 1950's. The major 
right-radical political parties-such as the 
Italian Movimento Sociale, the Austrian 
Freedom Party and the German Reichs
partei-are stagnant or shrinking. Indeed, 
recent elections in several countries indicate 
that as the older generation dies off the 
right-radical parties are having trouble find
ing replacements. 

Nor have the various neo-Nazi splinter 
groups and "internationals" achieved any 
real role in postwar Europe, for all the front-

1 Erfahrungen a us der Beobachtung und 
Abwehr rechtsradikaler und antisemitischer 
Tendenzen im Jahre 1964. Der Bundeemin
ister des Innern, Bonn, February 1965. 

2 Forum (magazine of the Congress for Cul
tural Freedom, Vienna), February 1960. 

8 Anti-Semitism in Great Britain. Views 
(London), number 3, Autumn-Winter 1963. 

page attention accorded the recent swastika 
smearings and cemetery desecrations in 
Bamberg, Coblenz, and elsewhere. 

The current right-radical challenge lies 
not so much in their political parties and 
internationals as in the realm of propa
ganda and ideas. The neo-Nazis predict and 
hope for economic and political disaster. 
Their goal is to maintain themselves until 
their antidemocratic and nihilistic ideas 
again catch fire, and they are catapulted 
back into power. "What are our chances?" 
asked veteran British blackshirt leader Os
wald Mosley in his National European last 
September. "None, until crisis." But that 
crisis, he went on, "is certain." 

While the early organizational neo-Nazi 
thrust has been blocked by European pros
perity and the establishment of working 
democratic regimes in Germany and Italy, 
there remain a number of dangerous fac
tors. These include: 

Support for anti-Semitic and right-radical 
groups in Europe and South America by the 
Nasser government and the Arab League. 
Striking evidence of this appeared recently 
with the exposure of a neo-Nazi underground 
in Sweden. 

The attraction to right-wing ideologies of 
larg·e numbers of university students, a key 
element in society. 

The increased currency and prestige of 
certain racist and political themes which, 
in the early postwar period, were advanced 
almost solely by neo-Nazis. While crude 
Nazi racist theories are still anathema, em
phasis on ethnic or national personality is 
much more widespread in Europe today than 
a few years ago. The demand that the 
United States w~thdraw from Europe, voiced 
primarily by rightist fringe groups a few 
years ago, has become part of legitimate 
controversy. Similarly, aid to underdevel
oped countries and support of the United 
Nations, both under longstanding attack 
by right-radical groups, are now open to 
more general questioning. 

Although these developments are appar
ently a reflection of currents and changes 
on the European scene rather than a re
sponse to extremist appeals, they are never
theless deeply troubling. As Political 
Scientist Peter G. J. Pulzer points out, the 
anti-Semitic movements which matured in 
Germany and Austria after 1918 originated 
in a period of hibernation and underground 
survival from 1867 to 1914 when, side by side 
with the lack of outward success, anti-Semi
tism penetrated political thinking and un
dermined the acceptance of liberal values.• 

COOPERATION ON MANY LEVELS 

Immediately after the defeat of the Third 
Reich, a number of top war criminals, in
cluding Adolph Eichmann and Dr. Joseph 
Mengele, the physician-murderer of Ausch
witz, eluded Allied forces with a smoothness 
that indicated an efficient underground. 
Later, such well-known figures as SS Col. 
otto Skorzeny and German war ace Hans 
Rudel crossed frontiers without hindrance 
while being sought by German and Austrian 
authorities. And the recent escapes of men 
charged with neo-Nazi or anti-Semitic activ
ity from German prisons to the Near East 
demonstrate this network is still operating. 

Cooperation is more open in other spheres. 
When one neo-Nazi publication denounces 
aid to underdeveloped countries, the others 
soon follow suit. A subscriber to a right
radical Hungarian-emigrant sheet in Austria 
may find himself on the mailing list of a 
like-minded group in Australia. French, 
English, and German scholars, returning 
home from a conference in Cologne on 
Christian and Jewish philosophy in the 
Middle Ages, found in their mail an anti-

'"The Rise of Political Anti-Semitism in 
Germany and Austria," by Peter G. J. Pulzer. 
New York: Wiley, 1964. 
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Semitic booklet written by a well-known 
American rabble-rouser. London neo-Nazis 
carried coals to Newcastle last summer, send
ing leaflets with swastikas and Nazi slogans 
to Frankfurt and Munich. In Spain, a rash 
of anti-Semitic literature appeared recently, 
at a time when the Government was taking 
significant steps toward improving the status 
of the small Jewish community. 

Extremists also have been quick to t ake 
advantage of local turmoil. British nee
Nazis capitalize on resentment against the 
immigration of colored peoples from the West 
Indies, Pakistan, and other Commonwealth 
areas. Austrian extremists have engaged in 
sabotage in the Alto Adige region of Italy, 
to support the claims of the German-speak
ing minority. During the doctors' strike in 
Belgium a year ago, local neo-Fascists not 
only hailed the physicians as "defenders 
against state socialism·" but also infiltrated 
their councils to goad them to greater in
transigence. Pierre Poujade's tax protest 
movement in France was seized upon by 
rightwing ideologists, as was the 7-year 
~ench struggle to retain Algeria. 

NEW TIMES, NEW HATREDS 

Although anti-Semitism is usually the 
touchstone for authoritarian and totalitarian 
movements, the Jew is rarely an open target 
for European right-radical groups today. 
Publicly to attack Jews, as Jews, is still to put 
oneself outside the pale in a Europe where, 
for a quarter of a century, Jews have been 
the arch-symbol of the horrors Hitler visited 
on the entire continent. Moreover, the de- . 
liberations of the Ecumenical Council have 
thrown into sharp focus certain theological 
roots of anti-Semitism, and spurred efforts to 
improve Christian-Jewish relations. 

In most European countries, Jews make 
poor targets for another reason: there are 
too few of them. France, with the largest 
Jewish population in Western Europe, has an 
estimated 600,000 just over 1 percent, 
scattered throughout the country. Great 
Britain has about 500,000 Jews. Then the 
numbers fall sharply: about 40,000 in Bel
gium, somewhat fewer in Italy, 35,000 in 
Western Germany, 25,000 in Holland, the 
same in Scandinavia. Most are completely 
integrated and hardly visible as Jews. With 
few exceptions, Jewish quarters no longer 
exist. Thus, while rabble-rousers attack 
cosmopolitan capitalism or the Jewish inter
national, they seldom find serious everyday 
frictions to exploit. 

Other minorities now draw the fire once 
directed against Europe's Jews. The present 
labor shortage and booming economy have 
brought Algerian Moslems and black Afri
cans to French factories, and Spanish maids 
to French kitchens. Colored Common
wealth peoples have been flowing into Great 
Britain. Geneva, the city of Calvin, has 
more Catholics than Protestants because of 
the influx of workers from Latin lands. 
Italians make up 17 percent of the Swiss 
population, dig in Belgian mining pits and 
wait on tables in Germany. Having reab
sorbed its own 11 million refugees, Germany 
has also brought in tens of thousands of 
workers from Eastern Europe, as well as 
large numbers of Greeks, Turks, and Moroc
cans on labor contracts. 

These changes have resulted in a definite 
increase in xenophobia and race prejudice. 
The newcomers are characterized as "dirty," 
"brutal," "impolite" and, above all, "not like 
us." They are accused of m aking entire 
areas u nfit for habitation and are blamed 
for increases in crime. 

For the time being, the racists find the 
immigrants a more profitable target than 
the Jews-and occasionally even invite Jews 
to join iri "defense of the West" a-gainst the 
colored peoples. More often, however, an 
attack on Jews is gratuitously added to a 
primary racist thrust. Thus Europe Action, 
the French right-radical monthly denounced 
the American "Jewish bourgeoisie" for help-

1ng Negro organizations, and blasted Ameri
can Jewish Committee President Morris B. 
Abram for proposing an international agree
ment that would outlaw an . groups refusing 
the mixture of communities.11 

In politics, too, other hates have higher 
priority. In France, the radical right now 
has one major "enemy," President Charles 
de Gaulle. Yet certain of the General's na
tionalist stances, if proposed by anyone else, 
would win rig]:ltist approval. In Italy, the 
targets are mainly the government, Pope 
John XXIII's spirit of aggiornamento and 
the opening to the left in national politics. 

IMPACT OF ISRAEL AND NASSER 

The politioal ques•tions that do affeot Euro
pean Je;ws revolve mainly around Israel and 
the Arab League. 

The Arab efl"ort to boycott firms doing 
business w1 th Israel is a.n issue in every 
European country, whether it comes to the 
surface or not. Privrute or quasi-govern
mental acquiescence in the boycott means, 
among other things, that the Ara,b League 
has the power to demand the dismissal of 
Jews from their jobs. 

The attitude of the extremist press toward 
Israel is mixed. Germany's major rightist 
newspaper, the Deutsche National Zeitun.g 
und Soldaten Zeitung (NZ), consistently 
supports Nasser and the Arab League. Its 
pa,iitern of response to a number of issues 
and its persistent anti-Israel ca.rnpai.gn re
flect a.n underlying anti-SemJ..tism. In con
trast, the French right-wing weekly, Rivarol, 
deplored Bonn's halt in arms shipments to 
Israel, pointing out that Egypt serves Soviet 
interests while Israel "defends the Occidental 
oause." The Ital·ian neo-Facist publication, 
Borghese, took a similar line, arguing that 
Bonn's decision could only aid the Com
munists. 

To oounteract pro-Israel sentiment, 
Egypt's Nasser and the Ar:a,b League have 
been ooopera,ting with neo-Nazi movements 
in many European countries. According to 
the International Union of Resistance and 
Deporilaition (UIRD) , which m aintains a 
wa tch on neo-Nazi groups, Dr. Hassan 
Fakoussa, the Arab League representative in 
Bonn, received 23 million ma;rks in 1960 for 
the double purpose of ruiding the FLN in 
Algeria and supporting neo-Nazi movements 
in Germany in thei1' campaigns a,gaJ.nSit Jews 
and Israel. UIRD also reports that Gerhard 
Frey, editor of NZ, WM promised financial 
help from Nasser when they met in 1964; rund 
that Wilhelm Landig, edi tor of the anti
Semi.tic Europa Korrespondenz in Austria, 
also receives support from Nasser. 

In 1962, British papers reported an agree
ment between an Egyptian military a.ttaohe 
in London, Colonel Shazly, and British Nazis, 
Colin Jordan and John Tyndall, to distribute 
some 15,000 pounds worth of anti-Semitic 
materials. 

In May 1965, Swedish authori,ties cracked 
down on an antigovernment group conduct
ing an espionage network to supply the Unit
ed Arab Republic with information about the 
Israel Embassy and Swedish Jewish organiza
tions and personaU.ties. The newspaper, 
Expressen, whose revelations led to govern
ment action, carried a transcript of a mpe 
recording between the so-caned fuehrer of 
the neo-Nazi group, Bjoern Lundahl, and a 
representative of the United Arab Republic, 
together with a photostat of Lundahl's mem
bership card in the Ku Klux Klan. 

TWO ANTI-SEMITIC CAMPAIGNS 

During the last few years, Europe's neo
Nazis have concentrated on two major propa
ganda campaigns, one open, the other covert. 

The first drive seeks to minimize the num
ber of Jews murdered by the Hitler regime 
by insisting that the figure of 6 million Jew
ish dead is only a fable. Jewish losses for all 

~~ "U.S.A.-The National Movement," by 
Fabrice Laroohe. Europe Action, June 1964. 

reasons, it is argued in numerous articles and 
leaflets, totaled just over 1 million. "By 
ceaselessly invoking this figure of 6 mi111on 
of victims," declares France's Rivarol, "they 
[the Jews] strive to maintain a guilt complex 
among Germans, so as to profit financially." 

For scientific proof, neo-Nazis depend 
mainly on the writings of Paul Rassinier, a 
former Socialist deputy later expelled from 
the party. Himself a camp internee, Rassi
n1er is the author of "Ulysses Betrayed by 
His Own," published by Henri Coston, a 
notorious French anti-Semite. 

~esides the campaign to blot out the Jew
ish dead, a far more insidious drive has been 
waged to prevent the Ecumenical Council of 
the Catholic Church from adopting a pro
posed declaration eliminating the centuries
old deicide canard against the Jews. 

In 1962, during the Council's first session, 
each of the 2,300 church fathers assembled in 
Rome found in his personal box a privately 
printed, 764-page Italian book entitled 
"Complotto Contra la Chiesa" ("The Plot 
Against the Church"), by Maurice Pinay, a 
pseudonym. A lengthy rehash of the anti
Semitic libels in the so-called Protocols of 
the Elders of Zion, this was a clumsy at
tempt to develop resistance to any Council 
statement concerning Jews. Though its very 
crudeness lessened its effectiveness, the vol
ume was privately reprinted in Spain in the 
German language, apparently without gov
ernment authorization, and sent to Austria 
and Germany. The distribution evoked a 
Bonn Government protest to Madrid. 

Three more anonymous anti-Jewish 
pamphlets have appeared since the first 
Council session, one claiming justification in 
theology for the deicide charge, the others 
asserting that Cardinal . Bea, chief of the 
secretariat for Christian unity, is of Jewish 
origin, and that the entire secretariat has 
been infiltrated by Jews. 

At its last session, the Ecumenical Council 
adopted in principle a declaration rejecting 
the deicide accusation against Jews past and 
present, and enjoining teachers and preach
ers to spurn ideas that might foster hostility 
against Jews. Since then, intensive meet
ings of rightist groups have taken place on 
this subject in Italy, France, Spain, and 
Germany. Undoubtedly, new propaganda 
pieces wm be issued in the months ahead. 

The Arab League ·and the Nassar govern
ment are known to be exerting strong politi
cal pressures to pcrevent the declaration's final 
adoption. There are also reports that 
European businessmen are being asked to 
use their influence against the declaration, 
on the gtound that it would hamper trade 
with the Arab world. 

THE INTERNATIONALS 

Although informal cooperation goes on 
among right-radical . groups in different 
countries, personal jealousies, overweening 
egos, and differences about strategy and tac
tics have thwarted all endeavors to create a 
single international. Thus, while American 
neo-Nazi George Rockwell and British neo
Nazi Colin Jordan may lay claim to the title 
of "fuehrer" of a World Union of National 
Socialists, there is no evidence that Eng
land's Oswald Mosley, Jean Thiriart or Bel
gium's Jeune Europe, Sweden's neo-Nazi 
theoretician Per Engdahl or others of their 
ilk pay any attention to these claims. 

The first move to set up an international 
took place in May 1951, at Malmo, Sweden, 
following a preliminary 1950 gathering in 
Rome, where the Duce's oldest daughter, 
Anna Maria Mussolini, was a featured 
speaker. Initiator of the 1951 meeting was 
Per Engdahl, a 20-year veteran of totalitar
ian-oriented movements, and head of the 
New Movement of the Swedish Opposition. 

Both the time and the place seemed pro
pitious. Since Sweden had never been 
occupied by the Germans it had no legisla
tion barring neo-Nazi activities. Nor was 
there any intense revulsion against those 
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who had espoused the Nazi cause. The 30- war crimes and seek to capitalize on what 
odd neo-Nazis from 14 lands meeting in the they view as youth's tendency to boredom and 
pleasant little city across the strait from nihilism. 
Copenhagen were also encouraged by signs · Attacks on the United States have been a 
of a fairly strong, well-directed neo-Nazl constant component of neo-Nazi literature: 
party emerging in West Germany, the signifi- "All mistakes since 1945 are due to the 
cant number of votes polled by Italy's pseudodemocratic policies of Roosevelt and 
Movimento Sociale Italiano (MSI) and the his advisers, who drove their country into a 
fact that Petainists in France were reassert- war that had nothing to do with U.S. inter
ing themselves. ests.'' Rightists also scored the Yalta settle-

Out of the Malmo Conference came the ment as the division of Europe by non-Euro
European Social Movement, with plans for pean powers. A brief break in this persistent 
a secretariat in Trieste, a press service and anti-Americanism came with the nomination 
youth affiliates. But some participants soon of Barry Goldwater for President by the U.S. 
decided that the new organization was not Republican Party. Even after Goldwater's 
sufficiently anti-Semitic or activist, and the defeat, Europe's rightwing felt deeply encour
ESM was split. In 1952 the European Liai- aged by what was construed as an impressive 
son Office was launched in Lausanne by Gas- display of American rightist strength. 
ton Amaudruz of Switzerland and Charles Rightwing ideologies seem to have a spe-
Luca of France. cial appeal for one vital and vocal group-

In 1953, in an attempt to heal the rift, the the university students. The tendency is 
European People's Movement was founded in strongest in Austria. The Ring Freiheit
Faris to unite all forces fighting to save licher Studenten, associated with the right
Christian civilization from Judaism, commu- wing Freedom Party, had polled as much as 
nism and freemasonry. This effort also one-third of the vote in student-government 
failed. In Austria in 1957, another merger elections. In March 1965, rightwing stu
was launched under the aegis of the Social dents clashed in the streets with those dem
Organic Movement of Europe (Sorbe), but onstrating for the dismissal of a Viennese 
Austrian authorities clamped down, and the professor, Taras Borodajkewycz, who boasted 
more extreme elements founded still another of his prewar Nazi Party membership and 
group, the European New Order-actually made anti-Semitic statements. 
the European Liaison Office under another In the last university student elections in 
name. Rome, groups affiliated with the neo-Fascist 

More recently, new competition has en- MSI Party won 13 seats of a total of 59. Tra
tered the field. In Scotland a Northern ditional rightwing student organizations, 
League was formed in 1958 to preserve the some quite militant, also continue to exist . 
ethnic and cultural heritage of the North in France. 
European peoples. In Belgium, the nee-
Fascist Jeune Nation SOUght international THE RIGHT-RADICAL POLITICAL PARTIES 
status and established itself as Jeune Europe. Although the ultimate goal of the inter-
The Rockwell-Jordan combination, the World nationals is to develop a solid base for po
Union of International Socialists, first litical operation, they have thus far failed to 
emerged in 1962. The latest body with in- involve the major rightist parties of Europe 
ternational pretensions is Paris-based Europe in any direct affiliation, despite cross-mem
Action, which operates primarily as an in- bership of individuals and attempts at amal-
formation and ideological clearinghouse. gamation. 

TACTICS AND IDEOLOGIES Where are these rightist parties to be 
found, and how have they fared in the past 

Since the Malmo meeting, two major ap- two decades? As might be expected, the 
proaches have been evident among neo-Nazl most prominent are in the former homelands 
ideologists. One group considers it essen- of totalitarianism-Italy, Germany, and 
tial to play the parliamentary game and not Austria. 

. frighten the public. Its leaders argue that Italy: The major political voice of Italy's 
they must first attract a following under rightist forces is the Movimento Sociale 
cover of vague, general nationalist slogans Italiano (MSI). 
and later propose concrete rightist programs. In December 1964, when Guiseppe Saragat 
The philosophical and scientific bases of its was finally chosen President of Italy after 
ultranationalist ideology are advanced in 20 inconclusive parliamentary ballots, the 
·intellectual terms, in magazines such as Na- MSI interrupted the voting with catcalls and 
tion Europa, published by former SS Gen. boos. Its members sat on their hands dur
Arthur Ehrhardt in Coburg, West Germany, ing Mr. Saragat's acceptance speech. This 
and Defense de !'Occident, the French petulant behavior stemmed less from the 
monthly of Maurice Bardeche. MSI's rage at the election of a candidate of 

The other camp sneers at appeals to the the center-left than from realization that 
masses and favors the creation of an elite it had failed to transform itself into a re
which can take advantage of revolutionary spectable political party. 
situations. It considers street incidents, Since the end of world war rr, two major 
swastika smearings, and raids more effective forces have confronted each other in ItaJ.y. 
than polite parliamentary maneuverings and The Italian communist Party, more intelli
stresses a strong racist approach. Vitriolic gent and less dogmatic than most, is inde
articles in Belgium's Revolution Europeene pendent of the Kremlin and thus able to 
and Gored Oredsson•s Nordisk Kamp in present itself as a homebred Italian phe
Sweden, and leaflets outlining techniques for nomenon. The governing Christian Demo
street fighting and revolutionary takeove·r ex- cratic Party contains many disparate tend
press this element's philosophy. encies drawn together by fear of Commu-

The European social movement with its nist gains. The MSI hoped to use its own 
relatively moderate outlook has managed to virulent anticommunism and its ab111ty to 
survive all splits and probably remains the supply crucial votes during parliamentary 
most important of the "internationals," with crises to force its way into a governing 
sections or contacts in a dozen countries. coalition. 
But it represents an older neo-Nazi genera- Until 1960, whenever parliamentary bal
tion. Per Engdahl is now 55 and nearly loting was close, one Italian premier after 
blind. Maurice Bardeche, at 63, is ever busy another declared that he would resign ra,ther 
and looked up to by other authoritarians and than seek MSI ¥otes to stay in offic-e or win 
right radicals, but he is adviser rather than passage of disputed bills. But in July 1960, 
leader. Premier Fernando Tambroni, a Christian 

The initiative today lies increasingly with Democrat, indicated he was ready to do bust
younger men, such as Colin Jordan . and ness with the MSI. The marriage of con
Europe Action's Dominique Venner. Having venience might have taken place, initiating 
no defeat to live down, they reject what they a new trend in It'alian political life, had not 
call an artifl.cially created guilt complex about the overconfident MSI decided to hold its 

annual congress that year in Genoa-a 
stronghold of the Italian resistance move
ment, whose population had suffered greatly 
in · the war. Outraged public opinion and 
anti-MSI demonstrations forced cancella
tion of the congress and toppled Tambroni 
out of office. 

In actual numbers, the MSI has been stag
nating for the past decade. To win 1,600,000 
votes (about 5 percent of the electorate) and 
29 parliamentary seats in the 1953 general 
elections was a resounding achievement; to 
polll,550,000 votes and 27 seats 10 years later 
was, in effect, a defeat. In 1951, the MSI 
chalked up outstanding gains in Sicily, a 
semiautonomous region. Its 11 strategic 
seats made it the third largest party on the 
island. Today it holds seven seats and ranks 
fifth among Sicilian parties. 

MSI ideology is a chaotic catchall with at 
least three different views on how extreme 
the party should be. In the early years, con
trol was vested in men like Giorgio Almi
rante, editor of the Mussolini-regime paper, 
Defense of the Race, and Prince Valerio 
Borghese, commander of Mussolini's lOth 
Legion and a supporter of the Salo Republic, 
the puppet state formed at Hitler's instiga
tion after Italy's surrender to the Allies. 
The party's founders adopted as guidelines 
what they called the revolutionary socialist
fascism of 1919. 

Another group, led by MSI's present Secre
tary General, Arturo Michelini, believed that 
talk of socialism, even of a Fascist kind, 
would hurt the party. Today the MSI con
centrates on anti-Bolshevism and appeals to 
patriotism. It attacks even the Christian 
Democrats as Marxists, and criticizes all gov
ernment attempts at social reform. At first 
the MSI sought to get into the Church's 
good graces; later it criticized Pope John 
XXIII for fa111ng to wage a crusade against 
communism. 

The party also harbors out-and-out ex
tremists who take their inspiration from such 
men as Julius Evola, author of Mussolini's 
racial laws. This wing includes the activist 
organ Ordine Nuovo and the Giovane Italia 
student group, both of which boast of being 
good Nazis and Fascists. 

Besides its failure to gain leverage in the 
parliament, the MSI is now confronted with 
a new challenge-an Italian-style Gaullism. 
De Gaulle is cited by the Italian right as a 
man of authority who knows how to main
tain order. The neo-Fascist magazine, Bor
ghese, hailed the general's book, "Sword's 
Edge," as "the political creed of the only chief 
of state who has rebelled against the Rus
sian -American atomic dictatorship." 

One would-be De Gaulle in Italy is Ran
dolfo Pacciardi, a former resistance fighter 
who broke with the Italian Republican Party. 
He is now getting support from the FUAN, 
and Secolo XX, two of the most activist 
rightwing groups,. as well as from former 
Republican colleagues and big-business cir
cles in Italy. 

Germany: Whatever its weaknesses, the 
MSI is at least a viable party. The most 
prominent German neo-Nazl Party. the 
Deutsche Reichspartei (.DRP), polled less 
than 1 percent of the vote in the 1961 na
tional elections and has continued to slip 

. back in municipal and state contests. 
In the early postwar years, Germany's nee

Nazis seemed to be making a significant po
litical impact. The Deutsche Reichspartel 
began in 1946 as a splinter group seeking to 
build on small, traditional Lower Saxony po
litical forces such as the century-old Ger
man Farmer's and People's Party. In 1949, 
three men with well-known Nazi records-
Dr. Fritz Doris, then a Bundestag deputy, Dr. 
Gerhard Kruger, and Count Wolf von Wes
tarp-broke away to create the Socialist 
Reich Party, whose star spokesman and 
rabble-rouser was Hitler's Maj. Gen. Otto 
Ernst Remer. Boasting an imitation storm 
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troop unit called the Reichsfront and a 
Reichsjugend organized on the lines of Hitler 
youth, the SRP sponsored Nazi-style rallies, 
appealing to farmers, civil servants, and other 
middle-class groups whose privileged social 
positions had vanished. 

The climate in West Germany in the early 
1950's seemed to augur further gains. SRP's 
membership consisted primarily of younger 
war veterans; its avowed goal was to organize 
the front generation, a potential of 3 mil
lion. At the same time, older veterans' 
groups were beginning to reform, in spite of 
laws prohibiting their existence, determined 
to recover their considerable prewar finan
cial assets and to secure the · rehabilitation 
of SS units. The 11 million German refu
gees from the east, though they had their 
own political party, the Bund der Heimatver
triebenen und Entrechteten (BHE). also 
seemed open to ultranationalist persuasion. 

In the past decade, however, many politi
cal forces which loomed so large in the 1950's 
have been absorbed or circumscribed. In 
1952, after some hemming and hawing, fed
eral authorities outlawed the SRP as uncon
stitutional. The economic boom in Ger
many, coupled with government-sponsored 
benefits, brought about the rapid absorption 
of the refugees, and veteran groups such as 
the SS HIAG have proven circumspect, seek
ing personal benefits rather than political 
objectives. 

West Germany has been moving steadily 
toward a two-party system. The require
ment that a party must poll a.t least 5 per
cent of the popular vote to be represented 
in the Parliament has hampered not only 
such outright neo-Nazi parties as the DRP 
but all smaller parties, including the ref
ugees' BHE and the ultraconservative 
Deutsche Partei. In 1957 these two groups 
merged to form the Gesamtdeutsche Block, 
but the new party polled less than 3 per
cent in 1961 (compared with a combined 
total of . 9.1 percent in the 1953 elections). 
and Will present no candidates in 1965. 

The merger of several neo-Nazi parties 
last November into a new National Demo
cratic German Party (NDP). with 798 of
ficially registered members, underscores the 
weakness of all these groups. Head of the 
NDP is a 49-year-old Bremen cement manu
facturer, Fritz Theilen of the Deutsche 
Parte!, who managed to squeeze into the 
Bremen State Diet with 5 percent of the 
vote. Vice chairman are BHE member Wil
helm Guttman; Adolf von Thadden of the 
DRP-who made it clear from the outset 
that his party would not fuse with the 
others but would only provide DRP tech
nical facilities-and former Free Democratic 
deputy Heinrich Fassbender, whose Deutsch
nationale Volkpartei supported Hitler. 

The NDP propaganda line stresses order. 
the return of the lands in which Germans 
have grown up for centuries, and the need 
to protect peasants, workers and the middle 
class against foreign interests . . Peace in 
Europe and the world, it is emphasized, 
depends on German unity. Though these 
sentiments are shared by wide segments of 
the population, nobody seriously expects the 
NDP to make an effective showing in the 
forthcoming national elections. 

A brand of Gaullist-style nationalism in 
West Germany revolves around one of the 
country's colorful political figures, Franz 
Josef Strauss, leader of the Bavarian Chris
tian Social Union. One-time Defense Min
ister and outstanding challenger to Ludwig 
Erhard for the Chancellorship, Strauss has 
more than once shown disregard for the 
democratic process while in office--most not
ably, his highhandedness in the so-called 
Spiegel affair 8 which forced his resignation 
from the Cabinet in 1962. 

8 When the editors of Germany's gadfly 
weekly Der Spiegel wrote that military 

A leading advocate of West German co
operation with General de Gaulle at the ex
pense of Great Britain and the United States, 
Strauss has taken ultranationalist positions 
hitherto avoided by responsible Bonn politi
cal figures. In the conflict with Nasser over 
military aid to Israel, however, Strauss took 
a vigorous pro-Israel position. 

Strauss• main strength lies in the fact that 
CSU support is vital to the government to 
overcome the challenge of the Socialist Dem
ocra.tic Party. His present appeals to the 
right may be primarily an election gambit 
but could nevertheless lend respectability to 
its cause. 

Austria: In Austria, the Freedom Party 
(formerly the League of Independents) man
ages to stay within the law, but its neo
Nazi inclinations are clearly evident. The 
party was founded by Anton Reinthaller, a 
Nazi as far back as 1923 and a Minister in 
the wartime Seyss-Inquart quisling regime. 
Its present head is Friedrich Peter, former 
Oberstmmfuehrer of the infamous Waffen 
ss. 

The Freedom Party's newspapers descrlbe 
Austria as part of the German cultural and 
language group. When Adolf Eichmann was 
caught, these papers at first avoided all men
tion of the incident; later they compla.lned 
that his tri·al was a new scheme to blacken 
Germany's name while non-German war 
criminals went unpunished. Nazi war crimes 
are shrugged off as aberrations, which Aus
trian Nazis knew nothing about. 

Like the MSI in Italy. the League of Inde
pendents and the Freedom Party have 
dreamed of playing a balance-of-power role 
in the Austrian Parliament. But the Peo
ple's Party and the Socialists, which run 
neck-and-neck in elections, hrave found it 
more pro:fltal,)le to rule the country in coali
tion. Both major parties have consistently 

• ignored Austria's role during the Hitler pe
riod. Since, out of a population of 7 million, 
537,000 Austrians were registered Nazis and 
700,000 boys and girls belonged to Hitler 
youth movements, former Nazis became re
spectable again by universal consent within 
a few years after the war; consequently, they 
have felt little need for their own party. 

In 1949 the Independents took 12 percent 
of the popular vote and 16 seats in the Par
liament; this success has never been matched 
by the Freedom Party, which polled 315,000 
votes and gained 8 seats in the 1962 national 
elections. In Vienna, in October 1964, the 
party received fewer than 60,000 of the mil
lion votes cast. 

Other countries: Outside of Germany, 
Austria, and Italy, neo-Nazi parties, what
ever their national political pretensions, are 
seldom able to elect candidates. England's 
Union of British Fascists (Oswald Mosley's 
party), for instance, had 30 candidates in 
the latest London municipal elections, in 
the districts most plagued by racial troubles. 
They failed to win a single se·a t. After a 
disastrous experience some years ago, Scan
dinavian neo-Nazi parties stopped present
ing candidates. Holland;too, has no group 
worth mentioning. 

Belgium's neo-Na.zis are also without elec
toral strength, but wartime collaborators 
have found a home in the Volksunie, a 
Flemish Nationalist Party hostile to the pres
ent unified national regime and its institu
tions. Volksunie preaches greater federal-

maneuvers had proven the armed forces un
ready for combat. Strauss ordered them 
arrested for treason. Without informing 
the Minister of Justice he requested the 
Spanish police to pick up one editor vaca
tioning there. These tactics, so reminiscent 
of Nazi days, aroused a storm of protest. 
Strauss at first denied his actions, later 
admitted them. To quiet criticism, Chan
cellor Adenauer dropped Strauss from the 
Cabinet. 

ism, calls for amnesty for collaborators, and 
seeks to e~acerbate the split between the 
French-speaking Walloons and the Flemish 
segment of the country. During the war, 
the Germans treated the Flemish more fa
vorably than the French-speaking Belgians, 
and the majority of Belgian collaboration
ists were Flemish. In 1949, the Flemish na
tionalists reorganized under the name of the 
Vlaamse Concentratie, which managed to 
garner 103,000, or 2 percent, of the national 
Belgian vote. In 1954, this group changed 
its name to the Volksunie and won a seat in 
the Parliament. In 1961, it polled 182,000 
votes, electing 5 deputies and 2 senators; and 
in May 1965, Volksunie more than doubled 
its 1961 vote, electing 13 deputies and 4 
senators. 

A new nationalist party may be in the 
offing in France; the candidate is already at 
hand. Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt is a 
57-year-old, bronze-voiced lawyer whose 
background holds attractions for several 
rightist groups. He appeals to the Petain
ists because he was an Assistant Minister in 
Petain's Vichy government; to OAS elements 
for his legal defense of leaders such as Gen. 
Raoul Balan; and to the former colons of 
north Africa and the French repatriates 
from Algiers, Oran, Tunis, and Casablanca 
for having defended their cause. He is also 
acceptable to oldtime French ultras- and 
anti-Semites-the Royalists, Action Fran-
9aise, and the anti-Dreyfusards-and is 
favored by the "activist" nee-Fascist groups. 

SPREADING RIGHTWING IDEAS 

While the organized right has been shrink
ing and fumbling about for new formula
tions, the circulation of rightwing news
papers, magazines, and books has been grow
ing. 

A recent register of neo-Nazi militarist and 
nationalist literature in West Germany ana
lyzes some 80 publishers, periodicals, and 
book clubs dealing in the works of former 
Nazis, ex-generals, and right radicals. Among 
the featured authors are the widow of Joa
chim von Ribbentrop, Panzer SS Gen. 
Kurt Meye,r, Otto Skorzeny, and Oswald Mos
ley. OWners of the publishing houses include 
Helmut Suendermann, a former Goebbels 
deputy and head of the prolific Druffel Verlag 
publishing house, and Dr. Herbert Gra.bert, 
author of "Volk ohne Fuehrung," a book 
which was declared subversive by the Govern
ment in 1958. 

One writer frequently quoted by the right
ist propagandists is an American historian, 
Dr. David Hoggan, who taught at San Fran
cisco State College and was a research fellow 
at the Hoover Institute. His 898-page book, 
"The Enforced War," casts the British as the 
villains who caused World War II, and Hit
ler as their victim. Despite a price of $12 per 
copy, his book reached the national nonfic
tion bestseller list in Germany, where it is 
now in its fifth printing. It is also sched
uled for publication in France. 

The top right-radical weekly paper in Ger
many is the Deutsche National Zeitung und 
Soldaten Zeitung (NZ). published by 32-year
old Gerhard Frey, who shows great imagina
tion in handling hackneyed Nazi themes. 
With emotional appeal, racy language, and 
innuendo, NZ addresses itself to latent Ger
man frustrations and resentments. It calls 
for return of Germany's lost lands, labels the 
wartime bombings of Dresden and Hiroshima 
as Allied war crimes, and repeats Hoggan's 
thesis of British war responsibility. 

A GROWING CHORUS 

In France, as in Germany, the rightwing's 
most notable achievement has been the 
growth of its press and publications. In 
March 1964, several French ultra groups-
Poujade's Fraterite Francaise, Colonel Trin
quier's Assoc1a.t1on for Study of Reform of 
the SOate, Europe Action, and the Center of 
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Social Studie~attempted to set up a liai
son office. The effort failed because the only 
point of unity was mutual hatred of De 
Gaulle. An extreme rightist literary group, 
the Society of the Friends of Edouard Dru
mond, formed late in 1963, seems destined 
for greater dura;bility. The group includes 
virtually every important ultranationalist 
French writer, among them Maurice Bar
deche; Xavier Vallat, former Commissioner 
for Jewish Affairs under the Vichy regime and 
editor of Aspects de la France; editor Do
minique Venner of Europe Aotion; Pierre 
Dominique of Rivarol; and publisher Henri 
Coston. 

France has no outstanding rightwing 
weekly, such as the NZ in Germany, and the 
veteran Rivarol and Aspects de l<a France 
have dropped slightly in 'circulation, with a 
current readership of about 42,000 and 2·3,000 
respectively. But two new and successful 
publications have appeared since 1963: Eu
rope Action, a monthly magazine with a cir
culation of about 25,000 in France and Ger
many which, in addition to its regular pub
lication, issues weekly newsletters and spe
cial booklets; and Cahiers Universitaires, a 
university-student publication of profes
sional caliber. The 3-year-old popular week
ly, Minute, with a circulation of about 150,-
000, often voices rightwing themes. 

Rightwing heroes are getting a greater 
play than at any time during the past two 
decades. With the 50th anniversary of the 
start of World War I in 1964, articles about 
Marshal Petain, hero of Verdun and later 
head of the Nazi-controlled Vichy Govern
ment, sprouted everywhere. The campaign 
to transfer his remains to the French mili
tary cemetery at Drouamont gained new in
tensity, and his portrait was featured on the 
covers of record albums and the front pages 
of many major weeklies. 

An impressive number of rightwing books 
were published in France in 1963 and 1964, 
including the notebooks of Charles Maurras, 
intellectual mentor for many rightists. More 
than a dozen current record albums glorify 
French collaborators, the OAS, Balan, and 
celine, and revive the songs of the Spanish 
Falangists and the old German and Nazi 
armies. One record, quite popular among 
students, interlards excerpts from speeches 
by Hitler, Goering, and other Nazi spokesmen 
among Nazi and German war songs; the 
blurb on the jacket stresses the fact that 
Hitler came to power through democratic 
elections. Jean Marie de Pen, a former Pou
jade aide, and two Vichy regime collaborators 
control a lucrative record oompany that pro
duces these novelty items. The Librairie de 
L'Amitie (Friendship Library) in Paris is a 
busy distribution center for such material. 

This renewed interest in World Wars I 
and II is warmly welcomed by all the right
radical groups, for it offers them another op
portunity to impress the youth and to argue 
for a rewr1Jting of history. 

CONCLUSION 
On the surface, the status of neonazism 

two decades after Hitler's defeat seems to 
offer its adherents scant encouragement. 
The number of activists appears to be ~e
creasing, the seasoned leaders are fading, and 
no unified interntaJtional movement is in 
sight. 

On the other hand, the themes, slogans, 
and pseudoscientific arguments of the radi
cal right seem to exert a potent attraction 
for young people, especially the intellectuals. 
The rising populartty of publications and re
cordings ennobling Nazis and nazism could 
indicate a growing receptivitY. to their basic 
idealogy. 

A new and serious element is the Arab 
League's secret aid to various groupings of 
neo-Nazis. Arab resources may well deter
mine the future of many now-obscure con
spirators--and their intended victims. 

Some observers believe that the · neo-Nazis 
and right radicals are currently in a period 
of h.ibernation from which they wlll one day 
emerge in force. Others doubt that great 
numbers of supporters can ever again be 
rallied to such a cause~ There is general 
agreement, however, that if the relatively 
stable climate of present-day Europe should 
be disturbed by social, economic, or polLtical 
crisis, extremist groups would gain consider
ably in strength and influence. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield, under the bill, such time as the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELLJ 
may require. 

SUPERVISION OVER CENTRAL IN
TELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I have al
ways been of the .belief that some sort 
of closer supervision should be exercised 
over the Central Intelligence Agency 
than is presently the case. For this rea
son I have cosponsored bills calling for 
so-called congressional "watchdog" com
mittees. 

I well recall during the Bay of Pigs the 
acceptance of the generally held belief 
that those individuals and activities con
nected with intelligence estimates should 
be separated from those who plan and 
execute operations. This would mean 
that intelligence estimates will not be 
cut to the cloth of those who would like 
to engage in operations. To the best of 
my knowledge this has not been done. 

While I recognize that the Central In
telligence Agency cannot announce its 
triumps, I do believe that from the nega
tive viewpoint the article by Mr. Stanley 
Karnow in the Providence Journal of 
September 7, 1965, might be of interest 
to my colleagues. It outlines various 
abortive projects of the CIA in the Far 
East, apparently often the result of the 
nonseparation of intelligence analysis 
from the execution of operations. And 
I believe that the reading of .it will em
phasize the need for tighter controls. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle by Mr. Karnow be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
RECORD OF CIA IN SOUTHEAST ASIA PLACES 

U.S. NAME IN DISREPUTE 
(By Stanley Karnow) 

WASHINGTON.-In a petulant mood one 
day last week, Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew 
of Singapore, unfolded an intriguing glimpse 
of history. Late in 1960, he disclosed, a Cen
tral Intelllgency Agency operative had of
fered him a $3 million bribe to conceal a 
bungled American espionage attempt. The 
shadowy affair involved girls, too--or, as 
Prime Minister Lee put it, "Like James Bond, 
only not so good." 

A House subcommittee on foreign affairs 
led by CLEMENT ZABLOCKI, Wisconsin Demo
crat is scheduled to begin a closed inquiry 
into what happened in Singapore tomorrow. 

But what happened in Singapore, though 
rather embarrassing, was relatively innocu
ous compared to a clumsier assortment of 
other covert American efforts in southeast 
Asia over the years. For example: 

In Burma, more than a decade ago, U.S. 
secret agents striving to influence Burmese 
political leanings were somehow sidetracked 

into the more rewarding pursuit of opium 
trading. 

In Cambodia, U.S. secret agents were in
directly involved in an abortive coup d'etat 
contrived to overthrow Prince Sihanouk's 
government. 

In Indonesia, U.S. secret agents backed a 
desultory rebelllon aimed at undermining 
President Sukarno. 

In Laos, U.S. secret agents' operations 
ranged from stuffing ballot boxes to bulwark
ing a full-scale military offensive by insur
gents against the country capital. 

None of the operations succeeded in any 
significant long-range sense. Some served to 
justify local leaders' doubts or host111ty to
ward the United States and nearly every
where in southeast Asia, though supposedly 
clandestine, American covert activities were 
widely known. 

INGENIOUS PLAN IS FAn.URE 
The first of these earnest efforts, back in 

the 1950's, was focused on the tangled 
jungles of northwest Burma. Defeated by 
the Communists in China, bands of Chinese 
Nationalist troops had retreated into this 
area, where they became brisk opium traders. 
It was considered, however, that they might 
perform a nobler purpose. 

As it does now, Burma in those days 
adhered to a neutralist line. But neutral
ism, insisted the then Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles, was not only immoral, 
but shortsighted. Thus a clever scheme 
was elaborated to help the Burmese see the 
light. 

The remnant Chinese Nationalists would 
be inspired to provoke Communist China 
into attacking Burma, thereby forcing the 
Burmese to seek salvation in the Western 
camp. Ingenious as it was, the plan worked 
poorly. 

For one thing, the Americans assigned to 
supply the Nationalists with weapons and 
gold enlisted the aid of Gen. Phao ::?riyanod, 
the pollee chief of neighboring Thailand. 
But Chief Phao, a leading narcotics dealer, 
cared little about international politics. He 
simply wanted to latch on to the National
ists opium. 

And under his aegis, an operation origi
nally dedicated to saving Burmese souls soon 
degenerated into a lucrative narcotics traf
fic. Aircraft mobilized to supply the Na
tionalists were employed mostly to transport 
opium, and several American agents, unable 
to resist temptation, eagerly joined in the 
smuggling. Finally, in 1953, Gen. "Wild 
Bill" Donovan went out to Bangkok, osten
sibly as U.S. Ambassador, effectively to clean 
up th~ mess. 

CIA REMAINS UNDETERRED 
The whole maneuver, dubiously conceived 

and artlessly executed, had inevitable reper
cussions. Blaming the United States for 
supporting the Chinese Nationalists on their 
terri tory, the Burmese renounced American 
aid and came close to quitting the United 
Nations. For O·ther motives as well, Burma 
has since found an accommodation to Com
munist China more advantageous. 

The abortive Burmese experience did not 
deter further convert efforts, however. In 
1958, a somewhat different sort of tactic 
was initiated against another uncooperative 
leader, Cambodia's Prince Norodom Sihanouk. 

Financed by U.S. funds and equipment, 
a team of South Vietnamese operatives 
joined Cambodian rebels in attempting to 
overthrow Prince Sihanouk and replace him 
with Dap Chuon, then the Cambodian Min
ister of Security. The plot fell apart when 
loyal Cambodian troops invaded the rebel 
headquarters, killed Dap Chuon, and dis
covered among the insurgents a U.S. Infor
mation Agency employee. 

Only a month before, Prince Sihanouk had. 
publicly praised U.S. aid and denied any 
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intention of :flirting with communism. 
After the plot against him, he promptly 
.recognized Red China and rejected a new 
.otfer of American assistance, terming it 
""suspicious." . 

About the same time, U.S. operatives began 
to cast an eye toward Indonesia, where local 
army commanders scattered across the far
·.fiung archipelago were rumbling against 
President Sukarno's government. Some ob
jected to growing Communist strength, 
others had regional grievances. 

As rebellions spread through Sumatra, 
East Java, and other outlying areas, Secretary 
of State Dulles intruded with the opinion 
that the United States wished for Indonesia 
a regime that "reflects the real interests and 
desires of the people." Against the opposi
tion of American diplomats in Jakarta, covert 
U.S. support for the rebels started to flow 
.south from bases in Formosa and the Phil
ippines. One American pilot, Allan Lawrence 
·pope, was shot down while on a bombing 
mission over Indonesia. 

TURNING POINT FOR SUKARNO? 
Undercover United States help to the Indo

nesian rebels was never extensive, it seexns. 
It was enough, however, to reinforce su
karno's distrust of the United States. Some 
analysts believe it was a turning point, after 
which Indonesian-American relations have 
steadily slid downhill. 

By contrast, CIA operatives fanned out 
through primitive Laos with the authority 
of game wardens in a national park. They 
selected and subsidized local political leaders 
and actuated uprisings. They so rigged the 
April 1960, elections that all the contested 
seats were won by right wingers. 

In one constituency their chosen candidate 
received 18,000 votes, while his pro-Commu
nist opponent polled only 4. 

Later in 1960, while a State Department 
spokesman warned that civil war would only 
help the Communists, a team of covert 
American advisers engineered General 
Phoumi Nosavan's drive against Vientiane, 
the seat of the neutralist government headed 
by Prince Souvanna Phouma. One etfect of 
the turmoil was to open the way for Soviet 
intervention in Laos. 

After the Bay of Pigs disaster, President 
Kennedy fortified a watchdOg committee to 
supervise CIA activities, and the day of 
romantic undercover operations waned, but 
there is still talk in Washington of putting 
the CIA under some kind of firm surveillance. 

And as Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew re
.fiected in his Singapore charge, the notion 
st111 persists that U.S. policy in southeast 
Asia is planned and activated by characters 
out of Ian Fleming novels--only not so good. 
In the popular image, these characters topple 
governments, subvert leaders and seduce 
<lragon ladies. 

But whether the image is always true or . 
:sometimes exaggerated, U.S. policy is often a 
victim of its image. 

FURNISHING OF ARMS TO FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, those of us 
who have been concerned with the giving 
of arms to neighboring countries who are 
hostile to each other, such as India and 
Pakistan, Greece and Turkey, have the 
wisdom of our concern confirmed by 
the present war between India and Pak
istan. 

While I fully believe in the importance 
of educational and economic develop
ment of the underdeveloped nations of 
the world, I continue to believe that our 
encouragement of the military develop
ment of these nations is a self-defeating 

policy on our part. In Latin America we 
find the military assistance often used as 
a means of perpetuating the oligarchies, 
or providing the means for military or 
nondemocratic groups to perpetuate 
coups overturning popularly elected gov
ernments. 

A list of the nations south of the Rio 
Grande where this has occurred is very 
long indeed in this regard. 

In order to emphasize the importance 
of exercising restraint when it comes to 
giving military aid to the underdeveloped 
nations of the world or to neighboring 
hostile pairs of nations, I ask unanimous 
consent to insert into the RECORD at this 
point a table from this week's Newsweek, 
showing who give what arms to India 
and Pakistan, and an article by Mr. Stan
ley Karnow that appeared in this morn
ing's Washington Post. 

There being no objection, the table and 
article were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Arms: Who supplied what 
[From Newsweek, Sept. 20, 1965] 

India Pakistan 

United States: F-86 Sabre jets _______________ _ 
F-104 Star:fighters ____________ _ 
B-57 attack bombers _________ _ 
C-130 transports _____________ _ 
C-119 transports _____________ _ 
Patton tanks __ ______________ _ _ 
Sherman tanks _______________ _ 

Great Britain: 
Hunter jet fighters_-----------Vampire bombers ______ ____ __ _ 
Gnat jet fighters_-------------Canberra bombers _______ ____ _ 
Canberra photo planes _______ _ 
Viscount transports __________ _ 
Centurion tanks_----------- --Stuart tanks ___________ ______ _ 

Soviet Union: 
Mig 21 jet fighters ____ ________ _ 
llyushin transports __ ---------
Anonov transports __ __ _______ _ 

France: 
Mystere IV jet fighters __ _____ _ 
AMX 13 tanks_------------- --

0 
0 
0 
0 

25 
0 

30 

150 
100 
100 
80 
8 
5 

210 
80 

6 
2 

24 

100 
40 

100 
50 
30 
4 
0 

200 
0 

0 
0 
0 

50 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(From the Washington Post, Sept. 13, 1965) 
A CATALOG OF ·PAST EMBARRASSMENTs-

KASHMIR CLASH POINTS UP Dn..EMMA IN
VOLVING U.S. WEAPONS AID ABROAD 

(By Stanley Karnow) 
The angry shots being fired across the 

Kashmir lowlands and the hot Punjab plains 
are causing anguished echoes in Washington. 
For the warring Indians and Pakistanis are 
both armed with U.S. equipment originally 
intended not to aggravate old antagonisxns, 
but as protection against Soviet or Chinese 
Communist aggression. 

Thus, the clash currently shaking South 
Asia indirectly dramatizes an American eli
lemma-whether the United States can effec
tively supervise its foreign m111tary aid. 

The problem is not new. Over the past 
decade, the United States has endowed nearly 
60 nations with more than $20 billion worth 
of military hardware, ranging from revolvers 
to missiles. The recipient countries have 
all vowed, among other conditions, to use 
American weapons only for defensive pur
poses. 

Yet several foreign governments, measur
ing their defense needs by their own yard
sticks, have betrayed U.S. objectives. And 
the United States, though disclaiming guilt, 
has often borne the onus for the ill-advised 
actions of its allies. 

Here is a partial catalog of U .B. embar
rassments: 

American material delivered to the French 
under North Atlantic Treaty agreements was 

wielded against Algerian nationalists, there
by creating the pervasive impression in Africa 
that the United States supported French 
policy. 

American weapons given to Portugal under 
NATO accords were used to repress Angola 
insurgents. 

In Cyprus, both Greeks and Turks rein
forced their positions with U.S. equipment
which they will undoubtedly also employ if 
they attack each other. 

American tanks rumbling through Latin 
American capitals have served to overthrow 
governments painfully nurtured by the 
United States. 

American aid weapons supplied to the 
Chinese Nationalists were surreptitiously 
shipped to remnant Kuomintang guerrillas 
in North Burma in an apparent etfort to 
exacerbate a tense situation in southeast 
Asia in late 1960. 

American-armed South Vietnamese police 
under the late president Ngo Dinh Diem's 
regime transported Buddhists and students to 
jail in American trucks bearing the U.S. 
handclasp emblem. · 

In aiding India and Pakistan, the United 
States tacitly acknowledged that m1litary as
sistance might ignite an explosion. The pro
gram to build up Pakistan's armed force, 
initiated in 1954, was accompanied by an as
surance to India that the United States would 
take appropriate action if American weapons 
were used against her. American military 
aid to India, started in 1962, was clearly ear
marked for "defense against outright Chinese 
aggression." 

Since then, Pakistan's $1.2 billion worth of 
U.S. military material has included Patton 
and Shennan tanks as well as the latest F-104 
jet fighters equipped with Sidewinder mis
siles. India's far more modest allocation
an estimated $80 mililon-has largely con
sisted of communications equipment, am
munition, blankets, and weapons for moun
tain warfare. 

Now and again in the past, lone voices 
pointed to the volatile nature of the Indian 
subcontinent. As far back as the mid-1950's, 
Ambassador to India Chester Bowles argued 
that military aid to Pakistan would heighten 
the danger of conflict. As recently as last 
March, Senator WAYNE MORSE, Democrat, of 
Oregon, warned that continued military as
sistance to both India and Pakistan "in
creases the possibility of war between them." 

Now that wars has erupted, the United 
States has taken some forxns of appropriate 
action. It has halted the ships carrying 
additional American hardware to the sub
continent. It is also using its milltary as
sistance treaties with both belligerants as a 
legal lever for diplomatic involvement in the 
situation. 

But while a crimewave provokes loud ap
peals for law enforcement, the outbreak of 
hostilities in south Asia has inspired sur
prisingly little discussion about ways to limit 
the use of American weapons abroad. In 
some quarters, however, questions have been 
raised. Can the United States prevent the 
violation of its military aid agreements? If 
so, how? If not, why not? 

The range of answers varies widely-and 
many answers generate fresh questions. 

A critic of military aid who unsuccess
fully tried to shave appropriation last June, 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, Democrat of Idaho, 
says: "I oppose the way we've institution
alized and globalized our military assistance 
programs. We should only give aid where 
the Communist threat is direct and immedi
ate, as in Korea, Vietnam, or India when the 
Chinese invaded." 

Unrealistic, counters a Pentagon official. 
"Millta.ry aid isn't merely providing weapons. 
Troops need training, and there's no time for 
that when the threat is immediate. There's 
really no way to control our arms abroad. 
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Our hardware may be misused, but that's 
a risk we must take." 

That Pentago view, in turn, draws fire 
from a Congressman who complains that 
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara is 
now selling arms abroad "the way he used 
to peddle Fords." Besides distributing mili
tary aid, the Pentagon's weapons mer
chants--grandly called the Office for Inter
national Logistics Negotiations-have sold 
$9 billion worth of military hardware over 
the past 4 years, thus stemming some of the 
U.S. gold drain. 

About 90 percent of the Pentagon sales 
go to Western Europe. "If they don't buy 
from us," argues a Pentagon official, "they'll 
buy from somebody else." 

To several officials, the proliferation of 
U.S. arms around the world reflects a lack of 
selectivity in American defense pacts. The 
United States actuated the creation of such 
groups as the Southeast Asia Treaty Orga
nization (SEATO) and the Central Treaty 
Organization (CENTO) in the Middle East, 
hoping that its members would face the 
threat of communism together. 

"But we found," submits a State Depart
ment specialist, "that many allies cared less 
about the cold war than about their pa
rochial interests. We're observing now that 
Pakistan fears India much more than she 
ever feared China or Russia. Knowingly or 
not, we armed her to fight India, not com
munism." 

For still other officials, the question goes 
beyond the use of weapons, to the very issue 
of disarmament. "Our efforts at disarma
ment started at the wrong end of the scale," 
contends one expert. "Since World War II, 
rifies and machineguns have killed more 
people than our atomic bombs on Japan. 
We should be discussing the limitation of 
conventional weapons in disarmament talks. 

"But so many countries that want the 
United States and Soviet Union to disarm 
refuse to disarm themselves. Maintaining 
armies lends them a feeling of strength." 

Perhaps the Indians and Pakistanis would 
have never clashed if our military aid hadn't 
given them the illusion that they were strong 
enough to wage war." 

DESCALA TION IN VIETNAM 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, when it 

comes to Vietnam there has been a great 
deal of talk in the past of escalation. 
Now I am glad to see that the word 
"descalation" is coming more in vogue. 
In this connection I must congratulate 
President Johnson and the administra
tion in the unswerving, determined way 
in which they probe for peace. 

Not only does he seek to descalate, but 
just as we seek descalation in the future 
in Vietnam, so that descalation can only 
be achieved if the Communists also prac
tice it. 

In this connection I ask unanimous 
consent to insert into the RECORD an edi
torial from the New York Times, which 
not only spells out descalation steps that 
have been taken, but by the very use of 
the term makes the word "descalation" 
official. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

DESCALATION IN VIETNAM 
For more than 10 years the United States 

has been following a policy of escalation in 
its military commitment in Vietnam. Now 
it has apparently decided to explore whether 
descalation might not offer a more promising 
approach to a settlement of the southeast 
Asian confiict. The efforts Washington is 

currently making in this direction represent 
an invaluable addition to the numerous other 
peace feelers that have been and still are be
ing undertaken. 

The newest proposal, as Times diplomatic 
correspondent Max Frankel reports, is that 
Hanoi withdraw some or all of the 325th 
North Vietnamese Division it has sent into 
South Vietnam, in return for a reduction or 
cessation of American bombing of North Viet
nam. This report clarifies the American offer 
of August 8-revealed in Britain's white paper 
yesterday-to initiate another perhaps more 
prolonged pause in the bombing as quid pro 
quo for an appropriate and commensurate 
military step by North Vietnam. 

There is little reason, of course, to be over
optimistic about the new approach at this 
stage. No reply has yet come from Hanoi and 
many past attempts have failed. The British 
white paper details in 62 documents the 
innumerable attempts that have been made 
since February by London, Washington, and 
other governments to bring about talks. All 
have been fiercely rejected by Peiping and
occasionally after hesitation-by Hanoi. 
"Yet," as the official British commentary 
points out, "there is room for hope." 

There have been a number of recent hints 
that interest in negotiations may be reviving 
in North Vietnam. Hanoi has admitted and 
held discussions with envoys from Britain 
and Ghana. Secretary General Thant, as re
ported in press dispatches earlier this week, 
has made undisclosed new peace proposals to 
the governments most concerned at the re
quest of Ambassador Arthur J. Goldberg. 

The substance of a settlement-or at least 
its main principles--is being commented on 
by both sides in unilateral public and private 
statements so explicit that they virtually 
take on the form of preliminary informal ex
changes. Thus, President Johnson on July 
28 offered to discuss Premier Pham Van 
Dong's four-point peace proposals of April 8. 
And Ho Chi Minh replied in some detail on 
August 13 to probing questions put to him by 
the French scholar, Phillipe Devillers, in a 
cabled interview published in Le Monde of 
Paris. The North Vietnamese President mooe 
it clear that, when the time comes, Hanoi 
would prefer an international Geneva-style 
conference rather that bilateral negotiations 
with Washington. He insisted that the 
United States actually accept the four points 
in principle before a conference is held. 

For the most part, the four points merely 
summarize the key elements in the 1954 Ge
neva agreements, whiC'h President Johnson 
has said the United States also accepts as the 
basis for a settlement. There is one difficult 
sticking point. The Communists have added 
a demand-not in the Geneva accords-that 
the Saigon Government be reconstituted be
fore elections are held. They demand a coa
lition regime in which the Vietcong would 
participate and even, in some versions, be 
given a decisive voice. 

Negotiations, if opened, could go on for a 
long time. Militarily, both sides are digging 
in for a long war. But the increasing evi
dence that neither can win a victory by force 
of a.rm.s makes a political settlement essen
tial. Descalation would be the best way to 
begin. 

TRmUTE TO G. WILLIAM MILLER, 
PRESIDENT, TEXTRON, INC. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish at 
this time to pay special tribute to Mr. 
G. William Miller, president of Textron, 
Inc., whose headquarters are in Provi
dence in my home state of Rhode Isl·and. 
Mr. Miller has recently completed his 
2-year term as Chairman of the Plans 
for Progress Advisory Council, which 
was developed through the President's 

Committee on Equal Employment Op
portunity. 

Mr. Miller has achieved remarkable 
success during his period of service as. 
Chairman of the Counc-il. He has 
brought his skills and talents, as one of 
our Nation's most eminent young busi
ness leaders, to bear on the deeply mean
ingful principles of equality in employ
ment. He has translated these princi
ples into reality for the betterment of 
our people and our country. 

Under his leadership the number of 
major participating employers in the 
plans for progress program increased 
from approximately 100 companies to 
more than 300--a tripled rate of growth, 
now encompassing over 8% million em
ployees in manufacturing concerns, in 
retail firms, in banks and insurance· 
companies, and in universities. 

In commending him for his service, 
President Johnson praised Mr. Miller as 
an "industrial statesman," as a "re
sourceful motivator of men," and as a 
"far-sighted leader in the search for 
voluntary solutions to the unfinished 
requirements of a free society based on 
equal opportWlity." 

Vice President HUMPHREY has similarly 
praised Mr. Miller for welding into a, 
"vital and lively program" plans for 
progress and for "extending its efforts 
and interests beyond equal employment 
opportunity to community relations, to 
training programs, to the quality of edu
cation available to minority citizens, and 
to relations between high schools and 
colleges and the business community."' 
Mr. Miller has given abundant evidence 
of his public-spirited qualities in Rhode 
Island. He is a director of the Rhode· 
Island Hospital Trust Co., a commission
er of the Providence Redevelopment 
Agency, and a director of the Rhode 
Island Research and Design Center, 
premised on the future growth and im
provement of our State. Indicating his 
keen interest in Rhode Island cultural 
affairs, Mr. Miller previously served as 
a director and chairman of the fund 
drive of the Rhode Island Philharmonic 
Orchestra. 

In my opinion he represents a combi
nation of vigorous and imaginative busi
ness enterprise and dedicated public 
service--a combination of particular 
value to our country in these times and 

· one which sets an exceptional example 
for others to follow. 

I am delighted to bring Mr. Miller's · 
achievements to the attention of my col
leagues, and extend to him. my heartiest 
congratulations. 

I ask unanimous consent to have an 
article on the subject printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,. 
as follows: 

HUMPHREY PRAISES TEXTRON PRESIDENT 
WASHINGTON.-G. William Miller, president 

of Textron, Inc., was praised by Vice Presi
dent HUBERT H. HUMPHREY for his dedicated 
leadership as the Providence man stepped 
down yesterday after 2 years as chairman 
of the National Advisory Council of Plans for 
Progress. 

Mr. HuMPHREY said that under Mr. Miller's 
leadership the program to raise the economic 
status of Negroes and other minority groups 
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had been made vital and lively, encompass-
1ng 313 companies in its equal employment 
opportunity phase and extending its inter
ests beyond jobs to community relations, 
training programs, quality of education and 
relations between schools and colleges and 
-the business community. 

Mr. Miller said the program had made im
-pressive and substantial gains toward great
er job opportunities for Negroes. He said 
the number of nonwhite persons employed 
by the participating companies had in 
creased by more than 100,000 and he called a 
"'71.4-percent gain in salaried or white collar 
jobs the most impressive achievement. 

From 103 companies 2 years ago, he said 
the number of participants had increased to 
313 firms employing a total of 8,600,000 per
sons. 

Charles E. Spahr, president of the Stand
ard Oil Co., of Ohio, succeeded Mr. Miller yes
terday as National Advisory Council Chair
m an. 

NATIONAL BROADCASTING CO.'S 
"WHITE PAPER" 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, a few days 
ago, the National Broadcasting Co. de
voted its entire evening of prime pro
gram time to a sweeping and searching 
analysis of U.S. foreign policy since 
World War II. The marathon program, 
presented under the title of an "Ameri
can White Paper," was an extremely in
teresting and informative presentation. 
It touched all of the great moments in 
world affairs for the last 20 years-the 
birth of the atomic age, the Marshall 
plan, the Berlin blockade, the Korean 
war, the Hungarian revolution and the 
genesis of the present crisis in Asia. The 
visual reconstruction of this turbulent 
era evoked poignant memories and at the 
same time gave new perspective to all of 
us who have lived through these events. 

As the press reviews indicated, there 
are inevitable technical problems in
volved in the conception and presenta
tion of a program of such vast scope and 
content, but it seems to me that these 
problems are of secondary concern. The 
real significance of last night's effort by 
NBC was the fact that a major network 
set aside the usual consideration of pub
lic response and attempted to give a seri
ous and responsible treatment to a whole 
sector of history that needs to be con
sidered in panoramic fashion. It was an 
excellent effort and the public is the bet
ter informed for having seen it. I hope 
there will be many more, but at this 
time NBC deserves the applause and 
thanks of us all for having ventured into 
the depths of a difficult matter. Finally, 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that Jack Gould's review of the program 
in New York Times and also Bernie 
Harrison's review in the Wa.shington 
Evening Star, be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TV: FOREIGN POLICY-NBC DEsERVES CREDIT 

FOR A GOOD TRY, BUT TOPIC NEEDS DEEPER 
TREATMENT 

(By Jack Gould) 
A network that cancels an entire evening's 

regular sohedule for a 3 ¥:! -hotw considera
tion of U.S. foreign policy since World Warn 
is bound to command respect for Its earnest-

ness in dealing with an issue of overriding 
moment. The National Broadcasting Co. did 
that last night in a marathon review of the 
country's international relations. 

Robert E. Kintner, NBC presidenlt, gave 
the assignment for an exhaustive summary, 
just as 2 years ago he initiated a 3-hour eve
ning progrMn on civil ri,ghts. Fred Freed, 
producer, was put in oh:arge of digesting in 
visuaa form the staggering volume of mate
rial on 20 years of world affairs. 

Last night's evening was curiously history 
a la television. Each transpiring event from 
the explosion of the atoinic bomb in 1945 to 
the agony of Saigon in 1965 was dutifully 
and methodically recorded, yet the total ef
fect was strangely monotonous and enervat
ing. 

The mind boggled at the onrush of fateful 
happenings that tumbled out in all the 
superficial brevity common to the newsreel. 
The viewer was left with a gnawing hunger 
!<or some knowing editorial hand to exer
oise incisive selectlion, to give evocative 
meaning and clarity to the evolution Off our 
overseas relations. History bereft of as
sessment and appraisal quickly reduces itself 
to a rewrite of headlines. 

Not that "American White PB~per: U.S. 
Foreign Policy" lacked potellltial value for 
the younger viewer, to whom events of the 
last two decades are only hearsay. It will be 
interesting to learn from the l"latings how 
the evening was received, whether the pro
gram may have been too long for those who 
might have learned the most from the 
presentation, and inadequate for those who 
looked for meatier content. 

There was a fitfulness of approach that was 
consistently disconcerting. It takes a quick 
study to absorb in lickety-split fashion the 
measure of the atom bomb, Churchill's Iron 
Curtain speech, civil war in . Greece, the 
Marshall plan, the Berlin blockade, the for
mation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation, the Korean war, European prosperity, 
Stalin's death, the Hungarian revolution, 
sputnik, the U-2 incident, the Cuban Inissile 
crisis, and De Gaulle's intransigence. And 
that was merely a third of the evening. . 

The second installment explored the role 
of the United States in confronting the 
emerging world with humanitarian aid and 
military might, a sequence that took in Gua
temala, Lebanon, and Santo Domingo. It was 
the best third of the evening's presentation. 

The last segment, on the other hand, was 
the least satisfying. To be sure, there was 
a speedy review of the Japanese invasion of 
Manchuria, the dashed hopes of the United 
States in making China an ally, and the 
Korean war. 

But NBC did an inexcusably cursory and 
hurried job in covering the details of the 
debate over American policy in Vietnam. Ex
cept for an interview with Norman Thomas, 
the opponents of the administration's poli
cies were made to appear as videogenic eccen
trics. The program's visual concern for battle 
scenes took precedence over all contempla
tion of the political, social, and economic 
future of Asia. 

Where the NBC program had a chilling 
relevancy was in rerunning the miscalcula
tions of high officials as to the duration of 
the Vietnam war, and in showing the re
morseless process of escalation. 

A 3¥:!-hour program, out of which roughly 
20 minutes was set aside for commercial 
messages, may require a new cinematic tech
nique, some fusion of the raw events with a 
searching analysis of their meaning. 

Foreign policy simply does not lend itself 
to police reporting of the what, where, and 
when of events. The need is for searching 
and provocative study of the why, not only 
in terms of how the United States looks at 
the world but, to a much greater degree than 
was undertaken last night, how the world 
looks at us. 

Mr. Kintner and NBC must be credited 
with an important innovation in TV. But 
to realize their goal of penetrating mass in
difference to a difficult subject they should 
not be afraid of shooting high in terms of 
stimulating substance. With the specter of 
war now a reality the public is ready for a 
much sterner examination of world affairs 
than NBC provided last night. 

ON THE AIR; 3 ¥:! SUPERB HOURS 
(By Beruie HB~rrison) 

Chalk up a big one for NBC. TV's accom
plishments in the documentary field, the 
light in the wasteland, should come as no 
surprise, but last night's prodigious 3¥:!-hour 
white pa.per on American foreign policy also 
demoli:shed for good, I hope, the medium's 
inhibiting time concepts. 

Executive producer Fred Freed had said 
earlier of its length that he didn't see how it 
could be done in less time. He was right-
but not a moment was wasted. 

The networks have devoted more time to 
other subjects, but not in one chunk taking 
up an entire evening of a network's prime 
time. It needed, I think, to be so presented; 
one part of the review led naturally to an
other, and a lapse of time between s·egments 
simply wouldn't have worked. 

For example, how many parts of the 
splendid four-part CBS Reports on Vietnam 
did you see, including last Monday's? That 
show brought the war home in one drMnattc 
shot of a marine with his leg caught in a 
Vietcong bear trap. 

All things considered, it was a thought
ful, balanced achievement in an obvious·ly 
difficult and complex area. It set out to 
answer one question: How did we get where 
we are? 

I think it did this very well. Less clear, 
possibly because of the variety of dissent, was 
a clear statemenlt of our foreign policy in 
relation to specific cases. 

Unlike some documentary shows with a 
lot to say and which wind up confusing the 
viewer with fiashing comment and picture 
the white paper was beautifully paced: 
Many documentary techniques were em
ployed, including the use of excerpt com
menrt.s from opposing guest experts to provide 
a kind of running debate. Dean Rusk, 
Egypt's Nasser, and a.n astoundling number of 
world leaders contributed comments for the 
program. 

The film edi'tors did their work well. The 
sequence on the meaning of a third atomic 
world war, during the confrontation over 
Cuba, employed gr:aphic shots of missiles 
rising out of silos. I.t was one long gulp. 

Other film on the French disaster in Indo· 
China, with the onrushing soldiers, looked 
like a scene from a DeMille movie. 

In almost all cases, the choice of visual 
material for illustration of points to be made 
was good. The first part, which reviewed the 
confrontation wtth the Soviet Union be
ginning with World War II, only sketched the 
highlights. But it was a serviceB~ble intro
duction, even if the economic aspects were 
barely spelled out. 

But the program got better as it went 
along, beginning with the sequence on the 
emer·ging nations. One piquant and reveal
ing seg.ment showed British CommonweaJ.th 
members discussing the Vietnamese war and 
the effort to wall up China. 

NBC's entire team of producers, directors, 
and reporters rate a salute on this one. It's 
one thing to do something prestigious like 
this one because you ought to; it's quite 
another to do something that ought to be 
done and to do it boldly and well. l't wasn't 
exactly an evening with Dean .Rusk. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield such time to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] as he may re
quire, on the bill. 
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WORLD CONFERENCE ON WORLD 
PEACE THROUGH LAW 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, there is 
now in progress at the Washington Hil
ton Hotel a most interesting-indeed, I 
might say, exciting-conference entitled 
"The Washington World Conference on 
World Peace Through Law." It was my 
privilege to be present at the opening 
session this morning, at which an excel
lent opening address was delivered by 
Hon. Earl Warren, Chief Justice of the 
United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
address be printed at this point in the 
RIDCORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
AnDRESS DELIVERED BY THE HONORABLE EARL 

WARREN, CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE UNITED 
STATES, AT THE INAUGURAL SESSION OF THE 
WASHINGTON WORLD CONFERENCE ON WoRLD 
PEACE THROUGH LAW, MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 

13, 1965 
I bid you welcome to my country and to 

our Nation's Capital City. Especially do I 
welcome my colleagues of the high courts of 
nations and judges of international courts 
who are our honored guests, this being our 
first meeting together on a worldwide basis. 
I have met many of you in my travels and 
look forward to renewing the warm friend
ship thus created. And I am certain many 
new friendships wm be born here among 
those of you whom we meet for the first 
time. May I say that anything I or my 
colleagues on the Supreme Court of the 
United States can do to make your visit more 
pleasant and fruitful will be done. 

We of the law are gathered here from the 
four corners of the earth to make our per
sonal contributions to a program to help 
achieve mankind's greatest need-world 
peace. We come from more .than 100 na
tions. Collectively, we live under all polit
ical systems, adhere to all religions and 
creeds, use all languages, and are com
posed of all races; yet we possess a common 
core of understanding which springs from 
universal ideals of fairness and reasonable
ness which are inherent in the principles of 
the rule of law. Thus the rule of law gives 
us a "common language" which bridges our 
differences and enables us to work together 
on the great task for which we are assembled. 

The control of force in international rela
tions is the paramount problem of our day. 
I believe that the legal profession has a 
unique contribution it can make to the so
lution of that problem. The lawyer's skills 
in problem solving, the judge's experience 
in deciding, the leadership of all elements 
of the law in public affairs are sources of 
strength we must draw upon as we face up 
to our challenge and responsibilities. 

Our task at this Conference is to move 
humankind forward along the road to peace. 
We will do this by counseling together upon 
concrete steps to strengthen existing rules 
of law and existing judicial institutions. We 
will do this also through the formulation of 
ideas for new rules and new adjudicating 
institutions. 

This year has been designated Interna
tional Cooperation Year by proclamation of 
the U.N. General Assembly-a year "to di
rect attention to the common interests of 
mankind and to accelerate the joint efforts 
being undertaken to further them." No 
more important common interest exists than 
our shared interest in a world ruled by law; 
for mankind's most practical hope for world 
peace lies in an orderly world community 
under the rule of law. 

We live in an era in which concentrated 
research involving worldwide exchanges of 

knowledge and experience in the physical 
sciences has brought dramatic achievements. 

When the scientists split the atom, their 
success was the end result of the combined 
cumulative research of men of science from 
throughout the world. The knowledge and 
experience of these thousands of scientists 
was used to achieve this great goal. Cen
turies of hard work were thus finally crowned 
with success, and a seeiningly impossible re
sult was thereby accomplished. 

My thesis is that we can and must ac
complish our objective in like manner. But 
our approach must be different. Instead of 
breaking society down to its most minute ele
ments, we must bind it together into a viable 
whole. Achieving and maintaining a rule of 
law strong enough to regulate actions of 
nations and ind.ividuals in the world com
munity is no more dreamy, impossible or 
impracticable than was the idea of splitting 
the atom, or putting a man on the moon, or 
sending a Inissile to Mars a few years ago. 
I believe we of our generation can translate 
the centuries-old dream of a world ruled by 
law from dream into reality. In part, my 
belief is based upon the imperatives of our 
day which make this a necessity to save man
kind from nuclear holocaust. In part, my 
belief is based upon the fact that there is 
more law and judicial institutions today, 
nationally and internationally, than ever be
fore in the history of mankind. Given this 
knowledge and reliance and taking note of 
the necessity that we succeed in order to 
survive, I would like to comment upon fac
tors we possess which should enable us to 
move forward in our quest for a world ruled 
by law. 

First. We know more about law in the 
world internationally and within nations 
than any other generation of the legal pro
fession. There is an ever-growing worldwide 
dialog among men of the law which is 
making itself a factor in world affairs. Hu
man unity and interdependence of men and 
nations upon each other have reached such 
a degree that none of us can remain ignorant 
or indiffe~ent to wha~ is happening in law 
in other nations oa.- in international organiza
tions. Because of the faster and more com
prehensive communications which now exist 
we know more about the basic facts of the 
law systems and judicial systems of the 
world than ever before. 

This is not to say our knowledge is as 
complete as it should be, but only that it 
is greater than in the past and is continuing 
to grow. Through exchanges of law books, 
law journals and other media, we are learn
ing more about law and justice all over the 
world. In the field of law, we will soon be 
able to bring the totali.ty of man's legal 
knowledge and experience to bear on our 
task of creati.ng enough law and enough judi
cial agencies to enable the world to operate 
under the rule of law. 

Second. More and better law exists today 
in each nation than ever before. All recent 
surveys prove this fact. Nearly every nation 
is reforming, updating, and expanding the 
rule of law within its borders. This tremen
dous ferment and growth in the field of law 
on a global basis is the response by the law 
to the great changes which are the hallmark 
of our day. 

In England they are doing a major over
haul of their ancient criininal laws, as are 
we on many subjects. Newly developing na
tions have new constitutions and new law 
codes. Many illustrations could be cited na
tion by nation. The most obvious develop
ment is the expansion of protections for the 
individual, a response to the universal striv
ing for human dignity and freedom. 

As we learn more about the law systems of 
other nations, our respect is increased for 
some of the improvements many nations have 
made 1.n such fields as criminal law, family 
law, commercial law, and others. By ex-

changing ideas and experiences on a world
wide basis we wm enable ourselves to per
form a better service in our respective na
tions. 

We must get to know each other as well as 
to know each other's law because from per
sonal friendships we can forge links of great 
worth to the people we serve and provide 
continuous contacts for further collaboration 
on matters of mutual interest. 

The unique exhibit at this Conference of 
great historic and current instruments of 
law gives us an opportunity to share the law 
heritage upon which we mus,t build the world 
of law we seek. These great documents like 
the Magna Carta, the Code of Justinian, the 
Declaration of Rights of Man, .the Code of 
Napoleon, the U.N. Charter, and many others 
of even earlier times which are on display, 
lend a glowing inspiration to our meeting and 
our work together. 

When such an exhibit for this Conference 
was suggested, it was with the thought that 
this common heritage of the law would give 
impetus to our work by spotlighting the 
ideals we have in common, thus Ininimizing 
our differences. It was an acknowledgment 
that we, a young nation, honor the older na
tions for their contributions to the laws and 
institutions which we cherish. 

Third. More international law ex.ists today 
than ever before. The pace of discovery and 
invention has forced this rapid development 
of law. In the past 20 years, the U.N. and 
its specialized agencies have spurred, 
spawned, updated, or sponsored more inter
national law and legal institutions than was 
created in all human history. In the pre
occupation with some of the more divisive 
problems of the United Nations, we some
times overlook the law that has been gen
erated by it. But when one takes an inven
tory of what has happened, this growth of 
law and legal institutions stands forth as 
conclusive proof of how tremendously valu
able the U.N. has been, and is today. 

The United Nations has updated such 
ancient world law as the law of the sea and 
the law of diplomatic immunity. It has 
drafted new law on subjects such as the 
nuclear test ban, human rights, space, avia
tion, and communications. The new law 
and the new legal institutions which the 
U.N. and its specialized agencies have 
brought into ex.istence are tremendous 1.n 
their scope and volume. 

In aviation, for example, there is a world
wide regulatory agency for rates and one for 
safety operations. There are also agencies 
for decision of airline disputes and law rules 
relative to a veritable host of related needs 
like weather, customs, and accidents on the 
ground and in the air. Domestic law on 
aviation in nation after nation complements 
international aviation law, and together they 
form an excellent example of how wise it is 
to develop each in step with the other. 

Regional agencies under the U.N., and non
U .N. agencies like the European Common 
Market and the recently born South Amer
ican and Central American Common Mar
kets, are also creating a vast volume of new 
law and new law agencies. By necessity the 
interdependent nations and peoples of our 
day are demanding the creation of new rules 
of law to govern and· guide their ever
accelerating international trade, travel, in
vestment, and other relations-new trans
national law for both men and nations. 

Above all, one must note that in every 
field, on every subject, where law and judi
cial agencies are in existence they are work
ing well and their acceptance and use are 
at an alltime high. That law which is 
adequate will work where used internation
ally is easily proved. Those relations of men 
and nations now amply covered by world law 
provide this proof. I cite the law of the 
sea, the law of diplomatic immunity, and 
the postal convention. For relations and 
contacts in those fields operate ·smoothly 
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under law rules that are well-nigh universal 
because so many nations are parties to those 
treaties. 

. If we had hundreds of other subjects 
covered by such universally accepted law 
rules, frictions and disputes would be less
sened and world peace through law would 
be within reach. Our great task is to draft 
and sell to the peoples and governments 
of nations the hundreds, perhaps thousands, 
of agreements needed to cover in an ade
quate manner transnational relations of men 
and nations. And the most certain fact is 
that, with the ever-growing increase in inter
national trade, travel, and other contacts, 
the number of such agreements needed for 
this purpose will increase greatly in the years 
ahead. We must therefore set up law draft
ing, law creating procedures, and methods to 
meet this obvious need. 

Fourth. International judicial bodies have 
grown in number and use. We have a World 
Court (International Court of Justice) whose 
use and prestige are increasing constantly; 
in fact there is a growing tendency in treaties 
to expressly provide for jurisdiction of the 
World Court over disputes involving their 
provisions. I am happy .to know that the 
distinguished Chief Justice of the World 
Court wm soon :follow me to this podium . . 
The European Court of Justice has had 
brought before it more than 1,000 in
ternational cases arising out of the func
tioning of the European Common Market. 
The Conciliation Commission of the Euro
pean Human Rights Court has considered, 
mediated, or dismissed over 2,000 complaints, 
making it necessary for the Court itself to 
consider only 2 cases. 

Many U.N. and non-U.N. international 
agencies have quasi-judicial bodies as a part 
of their legal structure to which govern
ments and individuals may take disputes 
:for decision under prescribed law rules. Last 
year the use of international arbitration 
bodies in the commercial area reached an 
alltime high. The World Bank's recent pro
posed Convention to create a world dispute 
center to provide judicial arbitration and 
conciliation panels to decide commercial dis
putes over foreign investments will acceler
ate this use of international adjudication 
manifold. 

Domestic courts, too, are increasingly 
called upon to decide international law ques
tions. My own Court has recently decided 
such questions as whether to uphold the 
"law of the flag" and the "act of state" doc
trines. I am sure that you judges of na
tional courts are having similar experiences, 
the exchange of which among us will add to 
the value of this Conference. 

Fifth. The rapid expansion of the scope 
of international law and the expansion of the 
jurisdiction of international judicialins·titu
tions to encompass rights and protections 
for the individual have brought to this field 
thousands of new supporters. While fully 
recognizing that traditionally international 
law and its institutions have been largely 
confined to governmental relations among 
nations, we cannot blind ourselves to the 
impact of this new and growing constituency: 
who out of self-interest, are demanding that 
international law be developed to meet their 
needs as individuals. 

The individual of our day trades and travels 
on a worldwide basis and feels the necessity 
for law to govern, guide and protect his con
stantly increasing relations with his fellow 
man in other nations. The European Court 
of Justice for the European Communities and 
the European Human Rights Court both al
low individuals to bring cases before them. 
Most of the new international courts now 
proposed would allow individuals to appear 
before them, and much of the new world law 
of recent years has as its main object the 
needs and desires of the individual. 

Sixth. We are re()xamining traditional 
concepts of ~ternational law in the light 

of the world of today, not only as to applica
bility of international law to individuals, but 
in an attempt to insure that international 
law of our day t.akes into consideration the 
history, traditions, customs, and needs of 
newly independent and newly developing na
tions. Thus the gap between East and West 
is being bridged. New international law is 
being created which is acceptable both to 
lawyers and the peoples of the East and West 
because it is a molding of the ideas and ideals 
of all mankind. 

Seventh. Heads of state and other leaders 
of nations are giving more and more atten
tion to world law and are resorting to it 
with increasing frequency in their -dialog 
among themselves in their conduct of for
eign affairs. In part, this is because more 
international law exists and it, therefore, of
fers an excellent starting point for many ef
forts in foreign relations. Nearly every 
dispute between nations today begins with 
a citation by both sides of alleged rights or 
claims under international law. 

At this Conference and previous confer
ences leading up to this meeting, · more than 
100 heads of state have sent messages stating 
their adherence to the idea of a world rule 
of law. I believe that this increasing inter
est in and increased reliance 'on world law 
by governmental leaders is a relevant fact as 
we consider the road to peace through law. 

Eighth. The peoples of the world are more 
and more aware of the promise and potential 
of a world ruled by law. This is shown by 
reports in news media and publications on a 
worldwide basis. One finds that religious, 
scientific and other organizations in their 
resolutions and statements more and more 
are urging a world rule of law. True, they 
ask for it in wondering sort of way without 
specifying the steps to achieve it. But dis
cussions, arguments, speeches and debates on 
this subject all tend to educate both lawyers 
and laymen on the value of law in the search 
for ways and means of achieving and main
taining world peace. Law, in ultimate 
thrust, is the end result of conferences, dis
cussions, diplomacy, resolutions and other 
public consideration. Especially valuable in 
·building world law is public enlightenment, 
education, interest and support. All world 
law must result from international coopera
tion and agreement by nations and leaders 
of nations will hardly agree to any treaty 
or convention unless their people want them 
to agree. That is why I commend my col
league Chief Justice Yokota of Japan for 
his proposal of World Law Day which has 
resulted in so much international public at
tention being focused at this very moment 
upon world law and its promise and potential. 

Ninth. Judges, professors and lawyers of 
the world are becoming organized to take 
advantage of the facts I have just enumer
ated. This organized strength of the legal 
profession helps make possible a break
through in the growth and development o:t 
world law parallel to those in science and oth
er disciplines. We are learning to think and 
act globally for the first time in history. We 
can no longer await the slow and episodic 
growth over the centuries as was the case, 
for example, of the law of the sea. A more 
speedy and orderly process is essential and is 
evolving out of necessity. 

This is only the second World Conference of 
the legal profession attended by delegates 
from more than 100 nations. The reports, 
addresses and discussions at this Conference 
will demonstrate the value of the organized 
effort thus far generated. The igniting of 
ideas on an international basis, the bringing 
to bear of this assemblage of manpower and 
brainpower on what to do and how to do it 
are all exciting new advances toward our 
towering goal of a world rule of law. 

Tenth. This historic first world gather
ing of Chief Justices and High Court Judges 
is also a plus factor in the movement to
ward world peace through law. As in the 

case of law and lawyers, we have more courts 
and more judges that ever before in all his
tory both nationally and internationally. 

Since one objective of the world peace 
through law program is to have legal dis
putes decided in courts rather than by vio
lence, we who devote our lives to deciding 
such disputes may be able to m ake a major 
contribution to this quest for peace under 
law. Just what our role should be in this 
program is yet to be developed but we should 
make a beginning here at this Conference. 
Perhaps we can begin to define the proper 
role !or judges in this great effort by a 
frank exchange of ideas on this subject at 
out joint d iscussions. I feel certain that we 
can evolve a role for judges that is proper, 
beneficial, and adequate as our contribution 
to the great need which exists. 

Knowledgeable observers of the develop
ment of law in the world community agree 
with the obvious conclusion which flows 
from this recitation of the incontrovertible 
facts describing the ever-accelerating expan
sion of the field of law. In every instance 
where the law is plentiful and strong 
enough to be effective, it works well. 

This story of the law's dramatic growth is 
not intended to present the rule of law as 
a panacea for peace or as creating a utopia 
in ultimate thrust. Nations are run by men, 
and differences and disputes are inherent in 
human nature. The rule of law in a nation 
or internationally does not end all disputes 
or prevent the breaking of the law. In its 
simplest form, a law system is a set of rules 
to govern and guide human conduct so as to 
avoid conflicts and a court system for peace
ful decision of the inevitable disputes that 
will arise. 

No law system is put forth as providing 
perfection. Perfect justice is an ideal we all 
strive for but never quite accomplish. But 
the lesson of history is that when law sys
tems and court systems become adequate 
within nations they do provide order and 
peace. When such systems are developed for 
the world community, they can and will per
form the same service internationally. The 
international law that exists already is a 
force for peace and as we strengthen and 
expand it the occasions for disputes leading 
to war will lessen. 

My message is one of hope and accom
plishment--a report of achievements in the 
field of law which are clearly preludes to 
great advances-advances which will bene
fl. t the status of all peoples by advancing 
the cause of peace. The law is on the march 
everywhere. We now have a sound founda
tion upon which to erect a more complete 
rule of law for the world community. 

We are matching our words about a world 
ruled by law with a program to give them 
substance. That the task is not easy and 
that it requires years of dedicated effort 
should make us undetermined rather than 
fainthearted. For success in our ultimate 
program means we will so harness man
kind's newly developed power under the 
rule of law that it will be used for man's 
benefit rather than be used for his death in 
nuclear holocaust. The only provable har
ness for the peaceful containment of power 
yet developed by the mind of man is the 
rule of law. 

I for one believe we can create just as 
mightily in the law field as our scientific 
brethren did in the field of science. We can, 
because we must, create sufficient law to 
prevent use of the awesome power of the 
atom to destroy man and civilization. 

It is now time for us to get on with our 
task. Certainly it is that no man or woman 
can engage in a greater enterprise, for it is 
rio less than a joint endeavor to save human
kind from extinction by creating a world 
order under law wherein all men, women 
and children everywhere can live in peace 
and decency. 
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Mr. CLARK. The Chief Justice gave 
10 specific suggestions as to how the rule 
of law could best be achieved in the 
world of chaos in which we live. I com
mend the reading of this address to my 
colleagues and others who read the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Chief Justice Warren was followed to 
the podium by the Right Honorable Sir 
Percy Spender, President of the Inter
national Court of Justice, who spoke in 
somewhat more pessimistic tones than 
Chief Justice Warren, but I thought 
realistically. He concluded his· address 
with these words: 

I express 1t perhaps as my own personal 
conviotion that it will be only through edu
cated and informed opinion of the world 
that ultimately the rule of law in inter
national affairs will be accepted by the na
tions of the world. 

Unfortunately, we are a long way from 
that situation at the moment. 

I ask unanimous consent that excerpts 
from Sir Percy Spender's inaugural ad
dress be printed at this point in my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EXCERPTS FROM THE INAUGURAL ADDRESS BY 

THE RIGHT HONORABLE Sm PERCY SPENDER, 
PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUS
TICE, TO THE WASHINGTON WORLD CONFER
ENCE ON WORLD PEACE THROUGH LAW, 
SEPTEMBER 13, 1965 
We llve in an age of great unrest and 

change; the most remarkable age in man
kind's history. The genius of man has 
opened vast vistas of achievement, yet we 
have failed to find the means to insure to 
man the peaceful enjoyment of his life. 

Twice in this century millions of men, 
women and children have died, have been 
slaughtered in the madness of war. We 
seem able to resolve every problem that con
fronts us except one-the problem of human 
confiict. 

It is Carlyle I think that observed one gen
eration never learns from another. Whether 
that is true or false, it is certain that man
kind has the capacity-perhaps fortunate
ly-to forget the happenings of recent times. 
Will mankind never learn that only in an 
ordered world subject to an accepted disci
pline of international law can it ever escape 
from the scourge of war? 

Twenty years have passed since the United 
Nations was created. After a terrible war man 
cried out for some means by which the hor
ror of warfare would be obliterated. Yet in 
the last 20 years mankind has hovered more 
than once on the edge of disaster. 

These 20 years have continued to reveal 
an age-old struggle of man against man, race 
against race, nationalism against national
ism, state against state. 

The Charter of the United Nations lays 
obligations upon its members to refrain from 
the use of force, or the threat of force , in the 
settlement of their disputes. Indeed it is 
inherent in the Charter of the United Na
tions that all disputes bertween nations which 
are likely to imperil peace should be settled 
in accordance with justice in international 
law. Can it be said that every state, every 
member, of the United Nations has con
scientiously sought to carry out these obliga
tions? 

The purpose of this Conference is to ad
vance the cause of peace through interna
tional law. There could be no more noble a 
cause. Yet the task ahead is a tremendous 
one since it involves the acceptance by na
tions of the rule of law. Every nation is not 
prepared to accept the rule of law, nor am I 

optimistic enough to believe that in this 
generation it will come to pass. 

It is said that the way of a transgressor 
is hard; the way of the peacemaker is harder 
still. It takes but one nation, large or small, 
to commit aggression. It takes more than 
one nation to make the peace. A nation that 
sets out on the path of aggression is rarely 
ever willing to retrace its steps to the path of 
peace. 

World ·peace is challenged whenever any 
nation, great or small, engages in aggressive 
action, or indeed, in aggressive policy. The 
action of even a small nation, in the complex 
world we live, sets in motion a chain of events 
of unpredictable consequence. 

In the result, international situations are 
created that may endanger the pe_ace of the 
world and in these situations, leaders of 
these nations must take a position-nega
tive or positive. What they do will produce 
its consequences which are not wholly pre
dictable. If the situation is one which may 
imperil the peace of the world or one in 
which the vital interest of another nation is 
thought to be involved, they may feel obli
gated, if diplomatic action appears abor
tive, to settle the dispute which underlies 
the situation to act in this manner or that, 
setting off a chain of other actions, the re
sult of which may not and often cannot be 
predicted. This is the inescapable fate of 
man. 

Diplomacy seeks to anticipate danger and 
offset it before it gets out of hand. This re
quires great wisdom, but man is not always 
wise. 

Where diplomacy fails, peaceful settlement 
of disputes between nations is still possible 
by the discipline of law. It is for this pur
pose that the International Court of Jus
tice-the World Court-exists. Its constitu
tion and functions are defined in the staJtute 
which is itself part of the Charter of the 
United Nations. 

Its jurisdiction depends on consent of the 
states. Consent is the essential element. 
There are few disputes, whatever the kind, 
which cannot be pronounced upon by the 
Court if desired. Consent of states to submit 
to the Court involves acceptance of the 
Court's decision and there are more than a 
few states in the world who would prefer 
political freedom, for all it means, rather 
than submit to any form of adjudication. 

It took many centuries before Western 
civilization was able to lift itself from the 
chaos of tribal disunity and accept in each 
of its states the rule of law to govern each 
of their societies. No society can exist ex
cept by the rule of law. By the same token, 
no ordered international society can exist 
without acceptance of the rule of law to 
which they adhere. 

The peace of the world is a fragile thl'n'g 
indeed. As I have said, in the last 20 years, 
it happened more than once that it was im
periled by all that is involved in the nuclear 
age. Although attempts have been made to 
obliterate all weapons, the cold, hard fact 
is that chances are, despite every effort of 
nations to dissolve them, that nuclear arxns 
will find their way into the hands of nations 
of more than those who possess them today. 
The sands of time have been running out in 
preparation of this effort, and already more 
than one arm stretches out with its nuclear 
finger on the trigger. 

Sometimes one despairs of accomplishing 
an ordered international society accepting 
the rule of law, and perhaps it will not be 
achieved for many generations, but this great 
Conference is in earnest that man will strug
gle toward peace and seek to find the means 
in truth to vanish the scourge of war from 
the earth. Time, I do not believe, is on our 
side, which makes more urgent our task. 
One may hope that from this Conference may 
emerge some positive result to the leaders 
of the objective . we all have at heart. There 
is, however, one final remark I wish to make. 

I express it perhaps as my own personal con
viction that it will be only through educated 
and informed opinion of the world that ulti
mately the rule of law in international af
fairs will be accepted by the nations of the 
world. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, it is in
teresting to note that at this Conference 
12 Members of the Senate are enrolled 
as conferees, some of whom, including 
myself, will have an opportunity to par
ticipate in the proceedings. In addition 
to myself, Senators who have registered 
include Senators COOPER, HART, HICKEN
LOOPER, HRUSKA, ROBERT KENNEDY, MIL
LER, MONRONEY, SALTONSTALL, SYMING
TON, and TYDINGS. 

Thirty-nine Members of the House are 
also registrants at the Conference. 

The Conference includes the chief 
justices or principal judicial officers from 
120 different countries. It was organized 
by a fine Washington lawyer, formerly 
president of the American Bar Associa
tion, Charles S. · Rhyne. 

I urge all my colleagues to take an 
· active and keen interest in the Con
ference at the Washington Hilton. It 
will continue until Saturday. A banquet 
will be held Friday night, at which the 
principal speaker will be Hon. Arthur J. 
Goldberg, U.S. Ambassador to the United 
Nations. 

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR 
ARTHUR J. GOLDBERG BEFORE 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON PEACE
KEEPING OPERATIONS, UNITED 
NATIONS 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, on an 

allied subject, I am pleased at the start 
Ambassador Goldberg has made in his 
very difficult job of applying the rule of 
law in his duties as our Ambassador to 
the U;nited Nations. 

On the 16th of August he delivered 
a talk to the Special Committee on 
Peacekeeping Operations in which he 
outlined the new U.S. position with re
gard to U.N. financing. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of his remarks may be printed in the 
RECORD at this point, together with a 
number of laudatory editorials which 
comment on Justice Goldberg's speech. 
One is entitled "Keeping the U.N. 
Afloat," which appeared in the Philadel
phia Inquirer; another, entitled "A Wise 
Decision,'' from the Christian Science 
Monitor; and a third entitled "New U.N. 
Policy" from the New York Journal
American. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and editorials were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR ARTHUR J. GOLD

BERG, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED 
NATIONS, AS DELIVERED IN THE SPECIAL COM
MITTEE ON PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS, 
AUGUST 16, 1965 
Mr. Chairman, I am deeply touched by your 

more than cordial welcome and remarks, 
and I hope that I can in small measure add 
to your efforts and the efforts of the dis
tinguished colleagues who sit here and in 
the other organs of the United Nat-tons in 
pursuing the goals we all share. 

I have had the pleasure of meeting in
formally with some of the heads of delega
tions to the United Nations during the past 
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few weeks. I hope that in the weeks to come 
I shall have the pleasure of meeting with all 
of them. This, however, is my first formal 
appearance before an official organ of the 
General Assembly. I therefore asked to be 
inscribed to speak first so that I might begin, 
with your indulgence, by assuring an mem
bers represented on this important commit
tee of the great sense of responsibility I feel 
in assuming my new duties as permanent 
representative of the United States of Amer
ica to the United Nations. 

President Johnson, in announcing my ap
pointment, said of my assignment : "In his 
new office he will speak not only for an ad
ministration, but he will speak for an entire 
nation, firmly, earnestly, and responsibly 
committed to the strength and to the suc
cess of the United Nations in its works for 
peace around the world." 

My own thoughts, in accepting this assign
ment, are dom-inated by a strong conviction 
that the world is so full of danger and tribu
lation that every part of the United Nations' 
peacekeeping machinery must be in working 
order so that the United Nations as a whole 
can perform its appointed role, under the 
charter, of peacemaker and peacekeeper. 

And I cannot enter upon my official duties 
without paying my respects to my great and 
gifted and eloquent predecesor, the late 
Adlai E. Stevenson. He will be sorely missed, 
not only by his own Nation but also in this 
great world assembly and by peoples through
out the whole universe. Governor Steven
son and I were personal friends of long 
standing; we came from the same part of the 
United States, the State of Illinois, and I 
knew him well enough to be sure that if he 
could be here today his message to us would 
be simple and forthright: Get on with your 
work of making peace. 

I therefore turn to the business at hand. 
I do not intend to review here in detail 

the position which the United States has 
taken with respect to articles 17 and 19 of 
the charter. As the members of this Com
mittee are well aware, we believe in the 
soundness of the following straightforward 
principles: first, that the concept of col
lective financial responsibility adopted by the 
United Nations in 1945 is a sound principle 
and a landmark in the practice of interna
tional organizations; second, t~t article 
17 of the Charter of the United Nations is 
impeccably clear on the right of the Gen- . 
eral Assembly to assess and apportion .among 
its members the "expenses of the Organiza
tion"; third, that the costs of peacekeeping 
operations, once they are assessed and ap
portioned by the General Assembly, are ex
penses of the Organization within the mean
ing of article 17-a proposition confirmed 
by the International Court of Justice and 
accepted by the General Assembly by an 
overwhelming vote; fourth, that article 19 is 
clear beyond question about the sanction to 
be applied in the case of 2-year delinquents. 

Our views on these matters have not rep
resented a bargaining position, nor have they 
changed. They have not been based on nar
row national interest, but on the clear lan
guage of the charter and what seemed to us 
to be the clear interests of the Organization. 

This is not and never has been an issue 
in the so-called cold war. Under the law 
of the charter the questions would be identi
cal regardless of which member or members 
happened to be in arrears, or for what as
sessed United Nations activity they failed to 
pay, or why they refused to pay for it. 

Nonetheless, the issue has been interpreted 
widely as a "confrontation," not between the 
delinquent members and the law of the 
United Nations, but between major powers. 
And I wm say for my Government and for 
myself that we do not so regard it. 

We, for our part, cannot abandon our ad
herence to positions which we firmly believe 
to be constitutionally, legally, procedurally, 
and administratively correct. 
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Much less can we abandon positions taken 
and precedents established by the Assembly 
itself by overwhelming majorities, acting 
within the framework of the charter and 
according to its established procedures. 
I refer specifically to the formal actions of 
. the General Assembly since 1956 leaving as
sessments to finance the United Nations 
emergency force; to the similar assessment 
resolutions since 1960 for the United Nations 
operation in the Congo; to the decision in 
1961 to submit to the International Court of 
Justice the question of whether these assess
ments are, in the words of the charter, 
"expenses of the Organization" within the 
meaning of article 17; to the Assembly's 
authorization in 1961 of the United Nations 
bond issue; to the Assembly's acceptance in 
1962 of the advisory opinion of the Court on 
the question submitted to it; to the reaffir
mation by the Assembly's fourth special ses
sion in 1963 of the collective financial re
sponsibility of all United Nations members; 
to . the appeal by the same body to all delin
quent members to pay their arrears. 

All this has been done by the Assembly 
and cannot be undone by a few of its mem
bers. The law and the history of this matter 
cannot be revised. 

The United States regretfully concludes, 
on ample evidence, that at this stage in the 
history of the United Nations the General 
Assembly is not prepared to carry out the 
relevant provisions of the charter in· the 
context of the present situation. From pri
vate consultations, from statements by the 
principal officers of the organization, from 
the statements and exhaustive negotiations 
within and outside this Committee, from 
an informal polling of the delegations-in
deed from the entire history of this affair
the inevitable conclusion is that the Assem
bly is not disposed to apply the loss-of-vote 
sanction of article 19 to the present 
situation. 

We regret exceedingly that the intransi
gence of a few of the member states, and 
their unw1llingness to abide by the rule of 
law, has led the Organization into this state 
of affairs. 

The United States adheres to the position 
that article 19 is applicable in the present 
circumstances. It is clear, however, that we 
are faced with a simple and inescapable fact 
of life which I have just cited. Moreover, 
every parliamentary body must decide, in 
one way or another, the issues that come 
before it; otherwise it will have no useful 
existence, and soon no life. 

Therefore, without prejudice to the posi
tion that article 19 is applicable, the United 
States recognizes, as it simply must, that 
the General Assembly is not prepared to ap
ply article 19 in the present situation and 
that the consensus of the membership is that 
the Assembly should proceed normally. We 
will not seek to frustrate that consensus, 
since it is not in the world interest to have 
the work of the General Assembly immobi
lized- in these troubled days. At the same 
time, we must make it crystal clear that if 
any member. can insist on making an excep
tion to principle of collective financial re
sponsibility with respect to certain activities 
of the Organization, the United States re
serves the same option to make exceptions 
if, in our view, strong and compelling rea
sons exist for doing so. There can be no 
double standard among the members of the 
Organization. 

Some members may believe that in not ap
plying article 19 no important decision is be
ing made. The United States believes-and 
I believe--that no one can or should overlook 
the fact that the exercise of important pre
rogatives ·of the Assembly granted to it un
der the charter is being impaired. The 
United States wishes to strengthen, not weak
en, the United Nations by adhering to rather 
than departing from basic, sound principles. 
Therefore, we must disclaim responsibllity 

for the Assembly's attitude, which has de
veloped contrary to the views which we stm 
hold to be valid, and place the responsibility 
where it properly belongs-on those member 
states which have flouted the Assembly's 
will and the Court's opinion . 

We look forward nonetheless to the not
too-distant day when the entire membership 
wm resume its full range of collective re
sponsibility for maintaining world peace. 
In the meantime, it is all the more impor
tant for the membership, though unready 
to apply article 19, to solve the United Na
tions financial problems and to continue to 
support in practice the sound principle of 
collective financial responsib111ty, and to 
adopt practical and equitable means by 
which those wilUng to share the responsi
bility for peace can act in concert to main
tain and strengthen the indispensable peace
keeping capacity of the United Nations. 

Meanwhile, the Security Council retains 
its primary-and I emphasize "primary"
responsibility, although _this does not mean 
sole responsibility, for the maintenance of 
international peace and security; and the 
General Assembly retains its residual au
thority for this purpose, especially when the 
Security Council is unable to meet its re
sponsibilities. 

My Government has never been prepared, 
and is not prepared, to accept a situation 
in which the capacity of the United Nations 
to act for peace could be stopped by the neg
ative vote of a single member. Nor should 
the effectiveness of this Organization be de
termined by the level of support forthcom
ing from its least cooperative members. 

The world needs-the world desperately 
needs-a strengthened, not a weakened, 
United Nations peacekeeping capacity; and if 
we need additional proof, we have it in the 
events which have occurred this very week
end. Those who are prepared to help to 
strengthen it-the overwhelming majority
must be in a position to do so with or with
out the support of the reluctant few until 
they learn, as they surely will, that a work
able and reliable international peace system 
is in the national interest of all members 
of the United Nations. 

My Government states these views here to
day in the conviction that the time is now 
for the General Assembly to get on with its 
heavy agenda, which is indeed the unfinished 
business of mankind. 

We must find new strength and new ca
pacities for building, brick by brick, the com
munity of man. 

When my appointment was first announced 
by the President of the United States I said: 
"The effort to bring the rule of law to gov
ern the relations between the sovereign 
States is the greatest adventure in man's his
tory." Coming from a high tribunal of law, 
which I left with great regret, these were not 
merely ceremonial words. They described, 
rather, a deep conviction on my part and a 
precise evaluation of what I think this work 
at the United Nations is all about. If Presi
dent Johnson did not agree, he would not 
have sent me here. 

I would be less than candid if I did not 
state to my colleagues here assembled my 
conviction that the rule of law is not being 
furthered by the action of those member 
states which are responsible for not imple
menting it. But establishing a rule of law 1s 
not easy, as we know from our national expe
rience and as we know from the entire hi~:;tory 
of civ111zation, and, despite temporary set
backs, we must persevere in what 1s not only 
a noble but an indispensable task if univer
sal peace is to be achieved. 

I therefore pledge to you, the representa
tives here assembled, and to the United Na
tions as a whole, on behalf of myself, on be
half of my delegation, and on behalf of the 
Government that I am privileged to repre
sent, that the United States 1s prepared to 
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join in a fresh drive to help the United Na
tions to gather new strength until the rule 
of law is universally acceped; until the pres
ent and future generations are indeed safe 
from the scourge of war; until better stand
ards of life in larger freedom are indeed 
the order of the day, and until the dignity 
and worth of the human person, entitled to 
be treated on a plane of equality, which the 
charter so nobly speaks about, is realized 
everywhere. 

The United States agrees, in light of pres
ent world tensions, that the General Assem
bly must proceed with its work. In doing so, 
it is well to remember the ancient counsel 
that, while the world is full of tribulations, 
"tribulation worketh patience; and patience, 
experience; _and experience, hope." 

[From the Philadelphia (Pa.) Inquirer, Aug. 
18, 1965] 

KEEPING THE U.N. AFLOAT 
Ambassador Arthur J. Goldberg's maiden 

address to the United Nations was not a 
happy occasion. He was confronted with the 
difficult and unpleasant duty of announcing 
the decision of this country to abandon the 
long fight to enforce article 19 of the U.N. 
Charter, which calls for suspension of voting 
privileges of members 2 years or more behind 
in payment of dues and assessments. 

Russia, six Soviet satellite states, Com
munist Albania, Castro's Cuba and De 
Gaulle's France are prominent among the 13 
countries subject to loss of their U.N. votes 
if the charter were enforced. Unfortunately, 
as Ambassador Goldberg acknowledged with 
unconcealed sadness and regret, the majority 
of U.N. members are opposed to enforcing the 
charter. For the United States to have 
pressed the issue to a vote presumably would 
have resulted in decisive defeat and inten
sified the bitterness already generated. 

What the United States has done is to try 
to make the best of a bad situation. It 
might have been better, though, to have 
coupled the retreat on enforcement of article 
19 with firm and positive insistence on es
tablishment of a commission to clarify the 
division of authority between the General 
Assembly and the Security Council-and to 
revise the charter so there would be no doubt 
in the future on precisely how much power 
each body has in the levying of special as
sessments for peacekeeping missions. We 
hope constructive steps toward this end will 
be taken, with U.S. initiative or support, 
some time soon. 

The United States is fully justified, ·and 
Ambassador Goldberg made this point with 
appropriate emphasis, in reserving the right 
not to pay assessments for U.N. projects if it 
is considered in the best interests of this 
country to withhold payments. There is no 
reason why there should be a double stand
ard in the U.N. on financial obligations. If 
other countries are to pay or not, as they 
choose, then it certainly is the prerogative 
of the United States to insist upon the same 
freedom of choice. 

The crisis at the United Nations has not 
ended. It will require forceful action and 
sound judgment of wise men to get the orga

. nization on even keel and make it the in• 
strument for peace which it ought to be and, 
with proper guidance, may yet become. 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Aug. 
19, 1965] 

A WISE DECISION 
The United States decision to drop its ef

forts to force the Soviet Union, France, and 
11 other nations to pay up what they owe on 
United Nations peacekeeping operations was 
wise and constructive. It put the cause 
of the United Nations as a whole before in
sistence upon the letter of the law, however 
right this latter might be. We believe that 
the majority of world body members wm 

recognize the wisdom and the restraint 
which Washington has shown. · 

It has been apparent for some time that, 
regardless of its views on who was right 
and who was wrong, the majority was not 
prepared to back the American effort. To 
have done so, this majority apparently felt, 
would have been to mobilize the forthcom
ing General Assembly session and might 
even have resulted in the world body's · 
breakup. 

Since Washington rightly agreed that an 
operating United Nations is indispensable 
in this troubled world, America decided to 
cease defending a position which, however 
much might be said in its favor, was no long
er practical. 

This leaves the world body facing two 
problems: 

The first is immediate. It is how to make 
up the $108 million deficit due in large 
part to the refusal of these 13 lands to pay 
their debts. It is hoped that voluntary 
donations will do the trick. Britain and 
the Scandinavian countries have offered $18 
million. Nigeria has announced that it will 
contribute. There is a strong hope that, 
under the cloak of voluntary action, Rus
sia will contribute substantially. America 
itself may also do so, even though it pays 
nearly one-third of the United Nations' reg
ular budget. 

The second is long-range. Will the de
cision not to try to force all countries to 
pay their share of peacekeeping operations 
discourage such operations in the future? 
This would be a severe setback to those who 
had hoped to see the world body become 
a strong, on-the-spot force for peace and or
der. Means should be found not to let this 
happen. 

In judging the actions of those nations 
which refused to support the American posi
tion, it should be remembered that the ma
jority of the new members from Asia and 
Africa are terrified of a knockdown, drag
out struggle within the United Nations be
tween America and Russia. Thus one of 
their main purposes invariably is to seek to 
prevent a head-on clash between these two 
giants. They refused to support an Amer
ican action which they felt might drive 
Russia from the world body. They would 
similarly . have refused to support a like So
viet maneuver against the United States. 

This concmatory attitude may have its 
drawbacks, but it also can be advan
tageous to the United Nation_s in times of 
serious crisis. 

[From the New York (N.Y.) Journal-Ameri
can, Aug. 18, 1965] 
NEW U.N. POLICY 

Announcement that the United States has 
abandoned insistence that the Soviet Union 
pay its arrears in special assessments in the 
United Nations, or lose its Assembly vote, is 
not, as might first be supposed, a surrender. 

Rather it is a statement of a new U.S. 
policy which recognizes realities, and which, 
if followed in deed as well as in letter, should 
protect American interests in the changing 
and changeable world organization. 

The policy was skillfully outlined by our 
U.N. Ambassador Arthur J. Goldberg in his 
first speech since he succeeded the late Adlai 
E. Stevenson. In brief, it makes these 
points: 

The United States continues to support 
article 19 of the U.N. Charter, under which 
members 2 years behind in paying assess
ments lose their Assembly vote. The Soviet 
Union, with $52.6 million in arrears, is the 
biggest holdout. 

But the United States recognizes .that the 
Assembly is not prepared to apply article 19. 
In the interest of getting the Assembly back 
in business (it has been immobilized over 
the issue), the United States will accede to 
the majority view. 

Here comes the big "but." "There can 
be no double standard among members." 
Therefore, · the United States reserves the 
right to refuse to pay assessments for U.N. 
operations that are considered contrary to 
our interests. 

Never before has this statement been made. 
We have always paid assessments for special 
operations and, needless to say, have kicked 
in the most. 

Also, needless to say, it is to be hoped that 
if an occasion comes up where an operation 
is against our interests we will demonstrate 
that we niean what the policy statement 
says. 

It is 'time to stop shifting into positions 
that put Uncle Sam in the guise of genial 
Uncle Sap. Let's stick with this one. 

MANNED ORBITAL LABORATORY
MOL 

Mr. CLARK. I turn briefly to another 
subject that has to do with a new menace 
to peace in the world. It is known as 
MOL or the effort to ·organize outer space 
for military purposes. 

An exceedingly able commentary on 
the new arms race in space appeared in 
this morning's New York Times. under 
the byline of Harry Schwartz. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle may be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MOL: THE NEW ARMS RACE IN SPACE 
(By Harry Schwartz) 

President Johnson's order to the Air Force 
to develop a. manned orbiting laboratory 
(MOL) . has provoked relatively little public 
discussion, in part because its announcement 
was overshadowed by the h.tstoric fl.ight of 
Gemini 5. But historians may yet conclude 
that politically and m111tarily this Presiden
tial decision was even more important than 
the Cooper-Conrad feat. 

The President's MOL announcement came 
at a time when the Soviet Union was pub
licly attacking Gemini 5 as primarily a ven
ture in military espionage. Just why the 
President chose precisely that time to supply 
the Ru~sian propagandists with supporting 
ammunition is still a puzzle. 

OUTLOOK FOR JOINT EFFORT DIM 
Moreover, by underlining the potential 

m111tary significance of space, the President 
may have finally ended any last lingering 
hope that there might be a joint Soviet
American program for sending a man to the 
moon or t:> some more distant objective in 
the solar systeiQ.. 

Most serious is the indication that the 
Soviet Union and its allies have interpreted 
the MOL decision as the American signal for 
an arms race in space. 

Immediately after the Presidential an
nouncement, several Eastern European news
papers warned that the Soviet Union could 
hardly fail to try to get similar military 
capab111ty in space. Then last week the 
deputy commander of the Soviet rocket 
troops denounced the MOL as a means of 
bringing American atom bombs into space. 

ARMS RACE INEVITABLE 
One school of thought argues in effect that 

an arms race in space was inevitable from 
the beginning. It holds that the Soviet pro
gram has always aimed at maximum mili
tary space capability, and that the United 
States has been delinquent in delaying its 
own response so long. 

The tight ·secrecy surrounding the Soviet 
space effort lends some credence to this argu
ment, but, in the public domain at least, it is 
the United States that has now become the 
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first to declare it wishes . to develop an ex
traterrestrial military capability. Those who 
would have preferred a longer effort to keep 
space as a zone of peace can question whether 
the arms race now starting may not detract 
from American security, rather than in
crease it. 

Now the United States and the Soviet 
Union regularly have camera-equipped satel
lites in orbit. These supply Moscow and 
Washington with enormous amounts of 
information about what is going on above 
,ground all over this planet. This is the 
practical realization of President Eisen
b:ower's old "open skies" proposal. The 
United States is the net gainer in this ex
change. 

Air Force proponents of the MOL have 
argued that this line of research will · .lti
mately permit this country to inspect and 
destroy hostile satellites such as the Soviet 
spy sputniks. But by the same token simi
lar Soviet development will permit Soviet 
spacemen · to destroy the American auto
matic cameras in the sky. Then when all 
unmanned espionage satellites have been 
made inoperative, the question will arise 
of trying to force the other side's manned 
craft out of space, since these vessels will 
also be equipped for both automatic and 
hand cameras. 

In the face of such dangerous possib111-
ties, it is arguable that the United States 
should have tried to freeze the present situa
tion. 

The same problem arises in respect to 
other proposed mmtary uses of manned 
spaceships. Thus some Air Force sources 
speak of using such craft as space command 
posts to direct mUltary operations on e~th. 
But win not such command posts be prime 
targets of enemy space vessels ln the event 
of terrestrial confiict? 

ALTERNATIVE SUGGESTED 
These refiections suggest an alternative 

path. There are many nonmilitary uses for 
a manned orbiting laboratory that could 
serve the needs of astronomers, meteorolo
gists and other scientists. Would it not 
have been better for the National Aeronau
tics and Space Administration to have been 
glven the MOL assignment and thus avoid 
the provocation and propaganda setback 
represented by the decision the President 
actually took? And once a NASA MOL were 
developed, it could be used by the m111tary 
if the need arose. That need would pre
sumably be evidence that the Russians or 
others were actively exploiting space for 
miUtary purposes other than intell1gence 
collection. such a course might have kept 
Washington from bearing the onus of seem
ing to start an arms race in space, while 
giving more time to exert pressure on Mos
cow for cooperation rather than rivalry in 
the new dimension of human activity. 

Mr. CLARK. I should like to state 
publicly my own agreement with Mr. 
Schwartz. 

We are moving too far and too fast 
in turning outer space into an arms race 
with Russia instead of proceeding with 
more persistence to trying to persuade 
Russia to join us in internationalism of 
outer space for peaceful purposes. 

WINDS OF CHANGE IN THE SENATE 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I turn to 

another subject and call the attention 
of Senators to a most stimulating and 
interesting article which appeared in 
yesterday's New York Times magazine 
entitled "Winds of Change in the Sen
ate" by the veteran reporter on Capitol 
Hill for the New York Times, Mr. Tom 
Wicker. 

As my colleagues know, it has been 
my onerous task during the several years 
I have served in the Senate to call atten
tion from time to time of my colleagues 
and the public to some of the deficiencies 
in our rules, procedures, traditions, and 
methods of operating. It is interesting 
to have the views of this veteran reporter 
on the same subject. 

Mr. Wicker points out that the Senate 
has changed drastically since 1957, when 
it was first my privilege to represent the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in the 
Senate. 

The old times have changed. The 
old Senate establishment is gone. De
mocracy is now pretty much the rule in 
the Senate. 

It is true, as Mr. Wicker suggests, that 
debate has fallen into disrepute. This 
is perhaps our principal deficiency at the 
moment. 

We are now in a situation in which, 
as a result of the senatorial elections of 
1958, 1960, 1962 and 1964 we have in the 
Senate a group of 100 excellent Senators 
prepared to take their equal part in the 
legislative and oversight functions of the 
Senate. For one, I am happy to see the 
changes outlined by Mr. Wicker. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the article by Mr. Wicker be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WINDS OF CHANGE IN THE SENATE 
(By Tom Wicker) 

WASHINGTON.-Tradition and myth, like 
bad oratory, suffuse the gently ch1lled air of 
the Senate of the United States. Snuffboxes 
and open inkwells are stm on the desks, some 
of which date to the beginning of the Re
public. There is as yet no blaring amplifica
tion system to carry Senators' immortal 
words to the far corners of the gallery. And 
even a garrulous ignoramus, spouting the 
most palpable nonsense, st111 will be referred 
to by a colleague as "the distinguished Sena
tor" or "my learned and honorable friend" 
with scarcely a trace of sarcasm. 

So tradition remains in the Senate, from 
whose recalcitrance George Washington once 
retreated in "sullen dignity." The myths 
remain, too, but without much connection to 
reality. For the Senate is no longer "the 
most exclusive gentlemen's club in the worid" 
and it no longer is dominated by an all
powerfUl "inner circle" of southerners and 
conservatives. 

The Senate of the United States is today 
a mildly progressive legislative body in which 
the Old South has lost its grip, in which 
junior Members are playing increasingly im
portant roles, in which the fabled power of 
the committee chairmen has been scattered, 
and in which the dominant infiuences are 
those of urban, industrialized America, and 
the President of the United States. 

The Senate's legendary dragon-the fili
buster-has been exposed as a paper tiger, 
and its most cherished function--delibera
tion-is often inconsequential and usually 
subordinate to votes. 

Nothing has shown the change more dra
matically, in the session now drawing to a. 
close, than the startling activities of the 
bright young men who-as myth has it--are 
supposed to be seen but not heard in 
the Senate. 

When the Democratic majority caucused 
for the first time this year, Senator JosEPH 
TYDINGS, of Maryland, then 36 and just em
barking on his first term, closed the meeting 
with an impromptu speech urging his col
leagues to go forth as "united Democrats." 

When his father, Millard Tydings, served 
in the Senate, any freshman of any age 
who presumed to lecture his elders on any-· 
thing, particularly their party duties, would 
promptly have been assigned to the Post 
Office Committee and shunned like an up
start schoolboy. That is just about what 
happened to HUBERT HUMPHREY only 16 years 
ago and it took him at least a decade to 
recover. 

JoE TYDINGS, in fact, already has become 
a leading figure among the younger Sena
tors, as chairman of a subcommittee on im
provements in the judicial machinery and 
in civil rights affairs. He was one of the 
principal spokesmen against the defeated 
constitutional amendment on reapportion 
ment that was the brainchild of the hal
lowed EVERETT MCKINLEY DIRKSEN. 

Senator BIRCH BAYH, of Indiana, 37, and 
elected in 1962, is an important subcom
mittee chairman who conceived and steered 
through the Senate the proposed constitu
tional amendment named for him, dealing: 
with Presidential disability. Only a decade
ago, a Senator so junior could not have· 
dreamed of such eminence, and scarcely 
could have hoped for a subcommittee of his. 
own. 

Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, 33 and 3 years 
a Senator-with time out for recuperation. 
from his airplane crash injuries-mobilized 
liberal forces in the nearly successful fl.ghtr 
to put a poll-tax ban in this year's voting 
rights bill. He is chairman of the Immi
gration Subcommittee. His brother ROBERT, 
TYDINGS, BA YH, Senator Ross BASS, of Ten
nessee--a southerner who broke ranks to 
vote to end the filibuster and pass the vot
ing bill-all are youthful freshmen who have: 
made important contributions to the Sen
ate this year. 

Senator FRANK CHURCH, of Idaho, is more: 
senior but still young. CHURCH, elected in 
1956 and now only 41, has become one o:r 
the most outspoken of those who are du-
bious about President Johnson's Vietnamese: 
policy . . Many of CHURCH's elders share his 
views but lack the temerity to speak out. 

But it is not only in the advent of young 
men to prominence that the Senate has 
changed. Committee chairmen, with few 
exceptions, are no longer the unchallenge
able czars they were when Woodrow Wilson 
called them the real government of the 
United States. 

In 1957, for instance, bipartisan liberal 
forces combined to bypass Senator JAMES 0. 
EASTLAND's Judiciary Committee and put a 
House-passed civil rights b111 directly on the 
Senate Calendar. The trick has been re
peated since; moreover, EASTLAND's commit
tee on another occasion was given ironclad 
instructions, by vote of the Senate, to report 
out a civil rights bili, and did so. During 
consideration of the major civil rights bill 
of 1964, its most important titles were given 
for study to the Commerce Committee, not 
Judiciary. 

It is doubtful if, in the old days, a Com
merce Committee chairman would have been 
offered or accepted jurisdiction over a civil 
rights bill. The affront to the Judiciary 
Committee chairman would have been an 
affront to the system an:d those who main
tained it. Instead, yesterday's affront has 
often become today's custom. 

A veteran employe of the Senate recalled 
not long ago that when Carter Glass, of Vir
ginia, and Walter George, of Georgia, chaired 
the Finance Committee, they simply would 
not permit their b1Ils to be amended on the 
floor. They had the power to ram the meas
ures through as they came from the commit
tee. Today, Senator HARRY BYRD of Virginia, 
the chairman, cannot even control the Fi
nance Committee, much less the Senate; a 
more important figure in its deliberations is 
Senator RussELL LONG of Louisiana, the 
ranking Democrat, and he thinks nothing of 
bringing up fioor amendments to Finance 
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Committee bills. As a result, much of the 
committee's legislation is rewritten on the 
floor. 

Any change that weakens committee 
chairmen ipso facto weakens southern Sena
tors. That is why another myth-that in 
the Senate the South has achieved its re
venge for Appomatox-no longer has much 
validity. · 

It is true that 11 southern Democrats 
chair standing committees, entrenched by 
the tenure conferred by the South's one-party 
system. But today the only really powerful 
SOUthern chairman is RICHARD RUSSELL Of 
Georgia, who heads the Armed Services Com
mittee and has great influence over the de
cision to establish, close or maintain pros
perity-producing military installations for 
Senators anxious to provide something for 
the folks back home. 

Senator J. W. FuLBRIGHT of Arkansas, has 
high standing in the Senate because of his 
worldwide reputation as a student of foreign 
affairs; but he does not have the political or 
organizational power to make his word law 
in his Foreign Relations Committee. Years 
ago, when it was ruled by Tom Connally, of 
Texas, he was known literally to shout down 
upstarts who wanted to offer objections or 
amendment; moreover, Connally's browbeat
ing went unchallenged. 

Senator LISTER HILL of Alabama, for an
other example, recently had to forgo man
aging the administration's major bill to pro
vide Federal aid to primary and secondary 
education. He was the chairman of the Labor 
and Public Welfare Committee, but he had 
to step aside because of liberal racial impli
cations of the education bill that would 
have gotten him in hot political water back 
home. Not to be able to manage his own 
bills is a mortal blow to any chairman's 
prestige. 

Senator LoNG, the majority whip, did not 
win his post because he was a southerner 
but in spite of it. Twelve years ago, a few 
powerful southerners like RussELL decreed 
the selection of a young Texan named Lyn
don Johnson as Democratic leader. This 
year, RussELL LoNG had to run hard, trade 
votes, and win the support of key northern 
liberals before he could win a lesser post. 

What of the so-called coalition of south- . 
erners and conservative Republicans? Well, 
it was EVERETT DIRKSEN who was the key fig
ure in breaking filibusters and passing civil 
rights bills in 1964 and 1965. The southern
ers were as isolated in both battles as their 
forebears at Appomattox. 

Then there was the appointment this year 
by New York's Republican Senator, JACOB K. 
JAVITS, of the first Negro page boy in Senate 
history. The long-tenured southerners stm 
have a lot to say about Senate patronage. 
Yet, when JAVITS made known his intentions 
to his party leader, EVERETT DIRKSEN, the 
latter quietly informed the southern chief
tains that if they denied the Negro youth the 
job, JAVITS would make a floor speech about 
the situation. JAVITs' page boy was quietly 
approved and the Senate's age-old color line 
was broken. 

But surely, it may be argued, the southern
ers still have the filibuster when all else 
fails? That tactic has failed them, too. In 
1964 and again in 1965, southern filibusters 
against civil rights bills were crushed. 

In 1964, liberals--not southerners--did 
mount a successful filibuster against the 
Dirksen reapportionment amendment-and 
immediately a lot of the flimflam surround
ing the idea of "unlimited debate" was cut 
away. 

In short, it became clear that, if public 
opinion sustained them, a small group of 
Senators could balk a piece of legislation: 
but, if public opinion was sufficiently 
aroused against them no "little group of 
willful men" could long sustain a filibuster 
.even on a "sectional issue" like civil rights. 

And there are few southern Senators who 
have not learned that on civil rights the 
public is overwhelmlngly on the side of the 
Negro. 

Moreover, time can be expected to remove 
from the Senate in the next few years such 
southern stalwarts as RussELL of Georgia 
(67), BYRD (78), and WILLIS ROBERTSON (78), 

of Virginia, SAM ERVIN of North Carolina (68), 
SPESSARD HOLLAND, Of Florida (73), ALLEN 
ELLENDER of L:misiana (74), and JoHN Mc
CLELLAN of Arkansas (69). Olin D. John
ston of South Carolina died this year at 
68-to be replaced by the more moderate 
(on the racial issue) DoNALD RussELL. 

A whole new generation of southerners 
wm soon be moving onto Capitol Hill, bring
ing an outlook tempered by the changing 
economic, social, and political conditions of 
the postwar era. 

·The impending disappearance of the old
line southern hierarchy is symptomatic of a 
more far-reaching shift in the Senate--the 
erosion of power blocs, based on regional and 
economic self-interest, that once were among 
the strongest pillars of senatorial rule. 
Vanishing with the power blocs are hoary 
stereotypes describing the Senate as the 
graveyard of liberal legislation and the last 
stronghold of agrarians in a technological 
society. 

The southerners were a power bloc. So 
were Members-mostly midwestern Republi
cans and southern Democrats-of the farm 
bloc. Western Senators formed a sort of 
"water bloc" based on their regional inter
est in irrigation and conservation. Some 
westerners also operated as a smaller but 
cohesive "mining bloc.'' 

The bloc leaders, along with committee 
chairmen and senior memb~rs of the opposi
tion party, tended to be older, conservative 
men from the South and from Republican 
one-party States. They knew the rules, they 
had the seniority, and upon them depended 
the chances of a newcomer for a good com
mittee assignment, a bill he wanted passed, 
or a post office he wanted built. 

The committee chairmen had a vested in
terest in supporting one another. "Those old 
chairmen would put their rumps together 
like mules," a Senator recalled recently. 
"There they stood in an unbreakable circle, 
one for all and all for one.'' 

The power blocs also could make simple 
arrangements through this powerful leader
ship apparatus to protect each other's inter
ests. Southerners, in the major case, were 
let alone to handle the Negro problem as 
they saw fit. Since southerners were many, 
long tenured and powerful, they had plenty 
of trading power. As long as a mining- or 
farm-State Senator satiSfied the primary in
terest of his State--which the ·southerners 
eagerly helped him to do--he could go along 
with the South on civil rights without fear 
of the voters back home. 

Then everything began to change. In the 
early fifties, national attention awakened to 
the social and poli:tical problem of the Negro 
(it is just now sensing the economic aspects 
of the problem) . As the full power of the 
Presidency, the courts, and Of most of the 
press swung behind the Negro cause--it has 
become almost impossible for, say, a western 
Republican to support the southern position 
as a give-and-take matter. One by one, old 
aliies of the South have had to respond to 
na tiona! opinion, which would not let the 
Negro question remain a sectional matter. 

During the same postwar years, a vast shift 
of population to urban industrial centers and 
the surrounding suburbs caused a number of 
other important political effects which have 
been reflected in the Senate. 

The economies of most States have be
come far more diversified than before World 
War II. Now, it is no longer enough for 
most Senators to satisfy one home State or 
regional interest. They have to play broker 

among all sorts of conflicting groups and 
forces within their own electorates. They 
have to "vote right" on any number of issues. 

The fate of the farm bloc illustrates the 
shift. Cotton, wheat and dairymen nowa
days can scarcely agree among themselves 
on a program for their crops and commodi
ties, so diversified and complex have agricul
ture and its economics become. Besides, few 
"farm States" are left; most of them now also 
have competing urban and industrial in
terests. 

Just as the big urban States usually decide 
Presidential elections, in more and more 
States the big urban centers are electing 
more and more Governors and Senators. 
Pennsylvania, for an excellent example, is 
dominated in statewide elections by Phila
delphia and Pittsburgh and both its Repub
lican and Democratic Senators, HuGH ScoTT 
and JosEPH S. CLARK, are urban liberals. It 
is hard to conceive of Pennsylvanians ever 
again sending to the Senate a man like, say, 
Boies Penrose, the image of stanch Republi
can conservatism that once dominated Amer
ican politics. 

The population shift, combined with other 
factors, also has diminished what little party 
discipline ever existed in Congress. As vot
ers moved from farm to city and city to sub
urb, the familiar polarity of farm (Republi
cans) and city (Democrats) broke down. 
Divisions between "city'' and "downstate" 
still survive but now millions of voters live 
in the new political climate of the suburb. 

Among the suburbanite millions a new 
homogeneity has developed a political re
sponse to instant mass communications and 
the disinterested ideal of public service, 
rather than to the old party loyalties. Party 
distinctions quickly become blurred in such 
conditions, and the "independent" who 
"votes for the man'' becomes a dominant 
figure. 

As television became a force among such 
voters, "quiet sell" candidates simultaneously 
arrived to take advantage of it. Playing up 
their good looks and sterling charaiCter, pro
claiming their allegiance first to "integrity 
in government" rather than to party labels, 
they have sought to win both Democra.tic, 
Republican, and independent votes. The re
sult has been a certain blandness of ap
proach, a tendency to be no more conserva
tive and no more liberal than necessity re
quires, to ride with the prevailing mood of 
the electorate. 

Thus, in the fifties and early sixties, the 
Sena-te came to be popula.ted, first, by men 
whose political ltves depended on the big 
Ul'ban and suburban centers; second, by men 
largely liberated from the old disciplines of 
party and single-interest States; third, by 
Senators who no longer had any logical ra
tl:onale for submitting to the old Senate 
power system. 

Many of them have no great sense of con
tinuity with the lost past of the Senate, 
with the pre-World War II era, with the 
esta.blished customs and converutional wis
dom of another day. Seniority impresses 
them only as it represents actual power. 
They are men of postwar America, impatient 
with the old antl eager to get on with what 
they see as the new business of a new day. 

As such men began to infiltrate the Sen
a.te, the final force was added to those which 
were chan-ging the Chamber's ways. Th-at 
remarkruble mover and shaker from Texas, 
Lyndon Johnson, became the Democratic 
leader. He was mainly responsLble for the 
rule tha-t every new Democratic Senator 
would get at l·east one first-class committee 
assignment, shaking the old dominance of 
comml!ttee ohwirmen over their committees 
and Senate newcomers. After 10 years, the 
diffus-ion Of power is beginning .to ha.ve wide 
effect. 

More important, Mr. Johnson, with his 
great energy, powers of persuasion, legisla-
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tive skill, political sensitivity, and national 
ambitions, absorbed a great deal of the power 
of the old leadership group into his own 
commanding person. Since he was always 
careful to move slowly, and with deference 
to princes like Senator RussELL, and since-
above all-he moved with, not against, pub
lic opinion and prevalling social trends, he 
came by the time of his departure to the 
Vice-Presidency to be the Senate's dominant 
force. 

When external forces were breaking down 
the old fiber of the place, Lyndon Johnson 
was there to gather the threads into his own 
dexterous hands. But when he dropped 
them, no one else was there to pick them 
up. MIKE MANSFIELD, Of Montana, the cur
rent majority leader, does not even try to 
command the Senate; instead, he is a con
ciliator and father figure, who worries over 
the health and good humor of his flock. 
RussELL LoNG has proved too uninterested 
or too flighty to run the place, and HUBERT 
HuMPHREY-who might have been a strong 
leader-is a Johnson lieutenant in the Vice
Presidency. EvERETT DIRKSEN has too few 
troops, if no lack of skill. 

The net effect is that the Senate has be
come an amorphous place, where every man 
is more or less for himself and no leader 
commands the power to make hixnself master; 
neither does any group. 

There was, for instance, the astonishing 
brass of Senator DANIEL BREWSTER, a first
term Democrat from Maryland. BREWSTER 
was designated to preside over the Senate in 
lieu of Vice President HUMPHREY one recent 
evening and took the chair, supposedly until 
7 p.m., when he had an appointment. At 
7:15 p.m., with no replacement in sight, 
BREWSTER banged down his gavel, cut off the 
senior and protocol conscious Senator WAYNE 
MoRSE, of Oregon, in the middle of a speech, 
and adjourned the Senate without a by
your-leave from anyone. 

Few Senators would wish to defend WAYNE 
MoRSE' rights to the floor, but in days gone 
by, BREWSTER's lese-majeste would have all 
but finished him in the Senate. Majority 
Leader MIKE MANSFIELD, however, smoothed 
all feathers the next day and BREWSTER came 
off without even a tongue lashing from the 
waspish MORSE. 

Into such a loosely run Senate, any poli
tically powerful President could be expected 
to inject himself. When he moved into the 
White House, Lyndon Johnson needed no 
urging-and the result is that if he is not 
again the majority leader in name, he is 
largely-as before--the Senate's commanding 
officer in fact. 

So now the Senate does respond to national 
needs, at least as the President defines them. 
The priorities and prejudices of a controlling 
group no longer take precedence; the impera
tive acting on the Senate--partially through 
the President, partially through its Mem
bers-is that of an active, growing urban 
society. 

But the changes in the Senate have not 
been all for the better. The emphasis now 
is much more upon action than it is upon 
deliberation; yet, in many cases, debate is 
needed as badly. Recently, Members spent 
several days arguing in infinite detail the 
silver coinage bill but not for years has the 
Senate really extended itself for full-scale 
debate on a searching examination of some
thing so important as national fiscal policy, 
or international monetary problexns. 

Similarly, the Senate paid great attention 
to the politically sensitive matter of duty-free 
allowances for returning tourists. But dedi
cated Senate watchers have yet to see 8.'3 

much time, effort, and thought expended on 
the broader question of the balance of pay
ments. 

As for the Senate's great tradition as a 
watchdog of foreign policy, the role has been 
all but abdicated in the case of the most 

pressing foreign issue of the day-Vietnam. 
Yet it is no secret that many Members are 
restive and unhappy at the Johnson policy. 

What seexns to be lacking in the energetic 
and progressive Senate that has evolved is 
a real sense of itself as an institution, an 
idea of its role in national affairs, a gen
eral determination not just to act on prob
lexns but to bring great educational force 
to bear on national attitudes and policies. 

If the Senate ever had such a conception 
of itself, perhaps it depended upon the old, 
powerful, cohesive leadership. That leader
ship always suspected action, and rose to its 
greatest heights in deliberation-sometimes 
long deliberation. But in the social and 
political conditions of the late 20th century, 
it wlll be infinitely difficult for such a 
leadership to arise again and assert itself. 

Times have changed and so has the 
Senate. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. I must leave the floor to 

attend a luncheon of the Conference on 
World Law. 

The fact that I am not enrolled in con
nection with what the Senator has 
referred to is an oversight. 

I wish the RECORD to indicate that I 
am in accord with the purpose of this 
historic conference and I am happy to 
see some leading articles put in the 
RECORD on it. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert as 
part of my remarks the speech of the 
Honorable Alex Quaison-Sackey, presi
dent of the General Assembly of the U.N. 
at the Conference. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE UNITED NATIONS AND THE ROLE OF LAW 

(By Alex Quaison-Sackey) 
There is a commotion in the moral world. 

Today, it is a question of racial discrimina
tion and apartheid in South Africa where a 
minority of Europeans are struggling hard 
to maintain their stranglehold on the ma
jority of the indigenous Africans in utter dis
regard of human dignity and moral law. To
day, it is the war in '[ietnam, where a fierce 
struggle is being waged by the National 
Liberation Front to gain control over the 
Government of South Vietnam against the 
mighty strength of the United States, which 
claixns that it is committed to assist the 
Saigon regime. Today, it is the Congo which 
has known no stabillty ,and tranqullity since 
its independence 5 years ago because of for
eign interference. Today, it is a crisis in the 
Caribbean where the fear of Communist 
takeover led the United States marines to be 
landed on the soil of the sovereign state of 
the Dominican Republican. Today it is Indo
nesia conducting a . policy of confrontation 
against Malaysia. Today, it is an armed con
filet between India and Pakistan over Kash
mir. Today, it is the question of Cyprus. 
Indeed, we are living in a very uneasy world. 
Everywhere we see and read of conflicts of 
ideologies and political principles, conflicts 
of sovereign states displaying a diversity of 
economic social and political systems. 

It can be said that all these conflicts that 
are occurring today are Iiot new to man, that 
throughout the history of mankind conflicts 
have never ceased. I agree with this conten
tion and I must say that the world before 
and during the Second World War is not the 
world of today. In the past, international 
law conceived as a cluster of rules and prin

·Clples governing the relations among states 
could be maintained because of the unwrit
ten acceptance of the fact that such law was 

maintained and kept into being by the 
strength of the great powers. Thus, the 
balance of power and the doctrine of spheres 
of influence played a vital role in the main
tenance of law among nations. Even the 
League of Nations could not shirk off these 
doctrines. 

Today, the picture is different. Twenty 
years ago, a major step was taken when the 
Charter of the United Nations was promul
gated. It is true that even in 1945 the role 
to be played by the great powers otherwise 
known as the permanent members of the 
Security Council was vital in the mainte
nance of peace and security. Indeed, there 
was an assumption implicit in the charter 
that it was the great powers who should 
act in concert to keep the peace. If they had 
acted during the war to crush nazism and 
all that it stood for, then it was assumed 
that they would act together to preserve the 
peace but, of course, this assumption broke 
down when the Peoples' Republic of China 
came into being with the revolution of China 
and the overthrow of the Chiang Kai -shek 
government. What is more, the world was 
polarized into two ideologically opposed 
camps. Be that as it may, the United Na
tions had been born and it was soon to be
come the greatest instrument man has de
vised to foster international cooperation in 
every sphere of human endeavor in · order 
to preserve peace and security. Thus, while 
all these conflicts are going on today, be
cause of the existence of the United Nations 
there is talk of conclliation, negotiation, 
arbitration, or compromise, and the virtues of 
interdependence. The United Nations has 
become a major instrument of peace. Such 
optimism is a testimony of the fact that 
above the strife and clamor of conflicts 
there still exists a common ground. This 
common ground translates itself into a com
mon commitment which all governments and 
all peoples have made to the maintenance 
of peace and order-a commitment implicit 
in the acceptance of the Charter of the 
United Nations. 

It is precisely this common ground which 
makes for the reality of international law 
and which sustains the work of the United 
Nations. In my view, the ultimate function 
of law in international relations must be 
the maintenance of a basic order among 
sovereign states which differ in values, goals, 
and interests except that they share a com
mon objective in international peace and or
der, permitting all to pursue their policies 
and to develop their social systexns within the 
limitations of the law, s€cure in the reliance 
that the international order will be observed 
by all states. 

The principle of collective security and the 
doctrine of peaceful coexistence are now 
basic to the functioning of harmonious rela
tions among states. The fact is that the 
United Nations now consisting of 114 states 
soon to be 116 represents different states, 
peoples of different religions, ideologies, and 
color; it functions according to a charter 
whose purposes and principles have been ac
cepted by the member states and thus have 
become rules of law. 

The relevance of the function of law to 
the work of the United Nations and its or
g,ans presents many important aspects. In 
these remarks I propose to highlight efforts 
toward the growth and development of in
ternational law. But first I want to touch 
briefly on the role of laws in the day-to-day 
working of the political organs of the United 
Nations, such as in the General Assembly and 
the Security Council. For the popular pic
ture is one of a total irrelevance of law. 

Bearing in mind that their main function 
is to arrive a.t effective political settlement 
for current problems, it is remarkable to 
note the extent of the reliance on principles 
of law in these organs. On the whole, estab
lished rules of procedures are essentially 
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followed; indeed scholars have discovered a 
whole new field of parliamentary diplomacy 
in this respect. Any examination of the work 
of these organs wlll show that mingled with 
statements of political purpose and prin
ciple are found-in the representations of 
diverse viewpoints in private consultations 
so necessary for attainment of compromise 
and in the resolutions and solutions pro
posed--constant references to the principles 
of the charter and to international law. Now 
all these instances cannot be dismissed as 
play acting or as window dressing of un
pleasant wares. They represent a clear mani
festation of a real concern for the relevance 
of the law and observance of charter prin
ciples. It is well known that experienced 
officials as a matter of habit tend to base 
political action as close as possible on ap
plicable rules principles and precedents 1f 
only to minimize risks and the provocation 
of others. Simllarly, representatives of 
States relates the justifiqation and judgment 
of political action to law in order to induce 
a responsiveness of those of opposing view
points on a similar level. And when the set
tlement proposed is founded as nearly as pos
sible on principles of law and the charter, 
this alone provides good practical reasons 
for support by many member states. The 
effort is, of course, not always successful. 
The cut and thrust of debates and the dis
putatiousness which we see in the work of 
the General Assembly, is in part due to the 
difficulty of applying elastic rules and prin
ciples of law to concrete and complex polit
ical situations in the absence of authorita
tively determined facts. And though much 
ingenuity can be exhibited in finding legal 
arguments to suit political positions, surely 
not all arguments are equally convincing, for 
the meaning of the charter principles or 
legal rules are not indefinitely elastic. 

Besides, it must be recognized that for the 
most part legal considerations clarify the 
issues and perhaps in a given case might 
point to a desirable solution but cannot be 
substituted for the search of political settle
ments which would be effectively supporte4 
by member states in the effort to insure 
peace. Let us not forget that in many cases 
the only point on which many are agreed 
is that peace is the absence of war or hostili
ties. On the question of what kind of peace 
and, in a part icular case, what kind of lasting 
peace founded on charter principles beyond 
a few generalities, few can afford to be 
sanguine. 

The United Nations is essentially a politi
cal body but it has made significant con
tributions to the development of the corpus 
of international law. United Nations efforts 
have been directed toward bringing seg
ments of international relations under 
regimes of general multilateral conventions. 
Progress in the field requires the intensive 
study of State practices, precedents and pre
vious bilateral and multilateral treaties and 
other material sources of international law. 
It also requires .the w11lingness of a majority 
of member states to participate in the con
ferences convened by the General Assembly 
for the conclusion of these conventions as 
well as a readiness to ratify them. The prog
ress so far has been slow but steady. 
Through the conjunction of the patient and 
efficient work of the International Law Com
mission and the general support of member 
states, we now have the four Geneva con
ventions on the law of the sea and the 
Vienna conventions on diplomatic relations 
and consular relations. In the field of In
ternational commercial relations, the United 
Nations has sponsored conventions on com
modities such as sugar, wheat, tin and on 
international commercial arbitration. The 
Commission on Human Rights and its sub
sidiary organs have inspired the conventions 
adopted by the General Assembly or at inter
national conferences on the status of 
refugees, statelessness, political rights of 

women, nationality of married women. 
More recently following the United Nations 
Conference on Trade and Development, a 
United Nations conference has adopted the 
first general convention on the transit trade 
of landlocked states. 

To these activities might be added the de
velopment of the charter principles by inter
pretation. The charter, as the fundamental 
law of the Organization, must be constantly 
interpreted in the light of the rapidly chang
ing conditions of international society. The 
creative interpretation of the charter to meet 
the exigencies of the international commu
nity might well represent the area of greatest 
advance and hope for the role of law, com
parable to the role of constitutional inter
pretation in municipal systems. 

The International Court of Justice, at the 
request of the General Assembly, has done 
very useful work in this area. The political 
organs of the United Nation&--the General 
Assembly and the Security Council-also 
have a part to play in the interpretation of 
the charter, as was recognized at San Fran
cisco. Such interpretations by the General 
Assembly, for example, are often implicit in 
the political settlement or judgment of par
ticular cases and have led to important clari
fications of such matters as the limits of 
domestic jurisdiction, the use of force and 
the principle of self-determination. An out
standing example of an explicit interpreta
tion leading to the establishment of addi
tional procedures for peace enforcement is 
the uniting for peace resolution. In that 
case the General Assembly by emphasizing 
the collective responsibility of all member 
states which is implicit in the charter, in the 
face of the lack of agreement within the 
Security Council, because of the veto power 
enhanced the peacekeeping capabilities of 
the United Nations. Such interpretations by 
political organs derive their binding character 
and value from the support given to them by 
the overwhelming majority of member states 
from all regions and from among the great 
powers at the time of passage as well as by 
subsequent conduct. The subsequent his
tory of the uniting for peace resolution and 
the further question of the applicability of 
article 19 as regards the financing of action 
taken under the resolution provides a useful 
example of the relation of law to the art of 
political action. Doubts were raised--on 
legal grounds--concerning the power of the 
General Assembly to fix assessments to cover 
these operations. The General Assembly has 
sought and accepted an advisory opinion of 
the International Court of Justice on this 
matter. But the practical consequences of 
that opinion raising the applicability of ar
ticle 19 has involved some very shrewd politi• 
cal calculations. 

Perhaps, I must speak a bit about the is
sue of article 19 which made it impossible 
for the 19th session of the General Assembly 
to function normally and which in turn, led 
sceptics to conclude that the United Nations 
was about to die. In fact the issue was a 
compound of constitutional problems, finan
cial difficulties, and political stance. It came 
to a head, because of the United Nations 
military operation in the Congo which lasted 
for 4 years. It is true that the operation in 
the Congo was authorized by the Security 
Council with a required majority, but then 
at a certain stage the Soviet Union served 
notice that since the mandate of the Coun
cil was not being properly carried out by 
the then Secretary General, it would have 
nothing to do in the payment of such opera
tion. It was the reluctance of the Soviet 
Union, France, and others to pay for an op
eration of which they did not approve that 
led the majority of the General Assembly to 
refer the question of payment to the Inter
national Oourt. The Court was in fact asked 
to give an opinion whether expenses incurred 
for peacekeeping operations like the Congo 
operation constituted expenses of the Orga-

nizatlon within the meaning of article 17 of 
the charter. The majority opinion of the 
Court was that peacekeeping expenses are 
expenses of the Organization. Here, one 
should pause and ask whether in fact it was 
jUd·icious to refer such a political question 
to the Court, and the answer is that since 
the International Court of Justice is in fact 
an organ of the United Nations and can give 
interpretations of the various articles of the 
charter, such referral was appropriate. Now, 
when the Court gave its opinion, the General 
Assembly by a majority vote accepted it, that 
is to say, they accepted the opinion that ex
penses incurred for peacekeeping operations 
are expenses of the Organization within the 
meaning of the charter. The argument then 
was (and the United States was a protagonist 
of this) that if the General Assembly had 
accepted the advisory opinion then ex hypo
thesi article 19 should apply. But then it 
can be argued whether an acceptance of an 
advisory opinion turns the opinion into law 
and whether in fact the majority of members 
of the General Assembly can impose their 
will on the minority. This was the crust of 
the problem. 

By the end of the 19th session, there 
existed a consensus that article 19 should 
not be applied in the particular cases of the 
United Nations operation in the Congo and 
the United Nations Emergency Force and this 
decision has not been taken in ignorance 
or in disregard of the legal positions of the 
member states, but was an act of political 
courage taken in very difficult political cir
cumstances. It is clear that this course was 
necessary to allow further consideration to 
be given to the whole question of the fi
nancing of peacekeeping operations as a mat
ter of the greatest urgency. 

There is another instance in which the In
ternational Court has been requested by the 
General Assembly to give an advisory opin
ion. This is in regard to the question of 
South West Africa. The advisory opinion 
given in 1950 was that the United Nations 
has jurisdiction over that territory even 
though the South African Government had 
refused to enter into an international 
trusteeship agreement with the United Na
tions as was done by all other administer
ing authorities under the League mandate, 
but then the United Nations has been un
able to get the South African Government 
to give up the territory of South West 
Africa, which does not belong to her in 
law and in fact. Today, the question of 
South West Africa is before the Interna
tional Court of Justice, brought there by 
African states represented by Liberia and 
Ethiopia who are seeking a compulsory juris
diction by the Court that the South Afri
can Government has not carried out the 
purposes and principles of the mandate given 
it by the League of Nations. 

I wish to mention yet another explicit 
interpretation of great import to contem
porary developments. In 1960 in a declara
tion on the granting of independence to co
lonial countries and peoples, the General As
sembly declared with no objection that the 
subjection of peoples to allen domination and 
exploitation constituted a denial of funda
mental human rights and is contrary to the 
charter and an impediment to the promo
tion of world peace and cooperation. This 
piece of authoritative interpretation has 
speeded up the process of decolonization 
considerably. 

Another important aspect of the growth 
of the role of law through the work of 
United Nations organs can be found in the 
formative role of the declarations of the 
General Assembly and bodies of a similar 
composition. I refer to such statements of 
principles as the Universal Declaration on 
Human Rights, the resolution on peaceful 
uses of outer space, the resolution on perma
nent sovereignty over natural resources and 
parts of the final act of the United Nations 
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Conference on Trade and Development. The 
General Assembly is eminently suitable for 
the articulation of general principles of the 
international community-after a thorough 
study of each subject matter. Its composi
tion allows for the participation of all 
states except the Peoples' Republic of China 
~which is unfortunate) in the formulation of 
international law principles, for prior to the 
1950's this had been reserved to a certain 
group of states. Technically, we are assured, 
particularly by representatives of the older 
countries, that such declarations are not le
gally binding. No matter. For these decla
rations which have influenced the course of 
international negotiations, have been relied 
upon-together with traditionru inter
national law in the Councils of the United 
Nations and in the interpretations of the 
charter. Furthermore, specific rules of law 
have been and will be distilled from these 
principles in the form of constitutional and 
legislative provisions and in bilateral and 
multilateral treaties. Besides in certain 
areas, for example, outer space, such a decla
ration might well represent the only authori
tative body of principles for the guidance of 
states. 

In these remarks I have sought to high
light some of the ways in which the United 
Nations has developed the role of law in 
international relations . A complete picture 
would also include aspects of peacekeeping 
and the effort to achieve political and eco
nomic stability by removing such causes of 
conflict as inequalities among states, the 
settlement of disputes and the development 
of the cooperative capacities of states in mat
ters of common concern. For it is only in 
stable conditions that law necessarily 
achieves its optimum function. 

From all that I have said it must be clear 
that the United Nations has helped in bring
ing about some kind of discipline among 
states. While it is true that member states 
are influenced to some extent by interna
tional law, it is evident that the· absence 
of any sanction or authority to enforce the 
law makes the law of nations an uneasy· law. 
At best it can be described as moral law. 
It is in this sense that I must conclude that 
today what is required is a moral conscience 
of mankind and this can be found within 
the United Nations. The United Nations is 
not a world government, although from let
ters and messages which I received during 
my tenure as President of the General As
sembly I could sense a growing feeling that 
the United Nations should act as a govern
ment. Of course, the realities of interna
tional politics do not allow the United Na
tions to play such a role, however much we 
stretch the charter. But there should be a 
way of investing the organization with more 
effective authority. If, for example, two
thirds of the majority of member states pass 
a resolution on any problem then it should 
be accepted that such resolution should 
have the force of law. For if we are to build 
a world based on justice and the moral law, 
then we shall do well to heed the conscience 
of mankind as exhibited by the overwhelm
ing majority of the states of this world. We 
either do this or revert back to the days 
when the power of the big stick and the flex
ing of muscles of great powers were the order 
of the day. But no, we should move for
ward, we cannot go · back. Since all states 
are now indissolubly linked together by the 
traumatic changes that have occurred in 
this nuclear age, we should all work to
gether to preserve peace through moral law 
or perish. 

Thank you. 

BIRTH CONTROL 
Mr. CLARK. I ask unanimous con

sent that an article which appeared 1n 
the Washington Post on September 10, 

1965, under the byline of Eve Edstrom, 
entitled "Birth Control Aid Is a Right, 
Says HEW Official." I ask that the ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed ·in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BIRTH CoNTROL Am Is A RIGHT, SAYS HEW 

OFFICIAL 
(By Eve Edstrom) 

Birth control services should be available 
to all parents as a matter of "right,'' the 
Federal Children's Bureau chief declared last 
night. 

Katherine B. Oettinger's speech was the 
most forthright statement that a Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
official has ever made on the Federal Gov
ernment's role in family planning. 

It was released here in advance of delivery 
at a conference sponsored by the informa
tional branch of the firm that marketed the 
first birth control pill, Enovid. 

G. D. Searles & Co's. reference and resource 
program invited the 200 participants, charged 
no fees, and paid for 2 luncheons and a 
dinner during the 2-day meeting at New 
York City's Hotel Roosevelt. 

Using the meeting for a major Federal 
policy speech on birth control was ques
tioned earlier this week. When Robert C. 
Cook, president of the Population Reference 
Bureau, learned about Mrs. Oettinger's 
plans, he telephoned a protest to a high 
HEW official. He favored the speech but 
not the commercial auspices. 

But Mrs. Oettinger remained principal 
dinner speaker. A Children's Bureau spokes
man said the conference was attended by 
the Nation's top public and voluntary health 
and welfare officials who exchanged infor
mation on public family planning services. 

Until Mrs. Oettinger's speech, HEW had 
emphasized population research, and had 
usually parried questions about Federal 
support of direct birth control services. 
They have insisted that it is "entirely a 
matter af State discretion" whether Fed
eral matching funds are used for family 
planning. 

But last night, Mrs. Oettinger revealed 
that the Children's Bureau is beginning this 
year to ask all States for the numbers of 
persons receiving family planning services. 
These data will be used to determine 
whether "additional new approaches" may 
be needed if existing programs are unable 
to serve all persons requesting advice. 

Mrs. Oettinger said HEW was the appropri
ate Federal agency to carry forward research, 
training and service programs in the family 
planning field. She all but told local public 
health and welfare agencies to include birth 
control services. 

"The conviction has grown that education 
and instruction in effective family planning 
should be an essential component of both 
the health and welfare agencies responsible 
for the payment· of health services for de
pendent faxnilies,'' she said. 

"For it is the families of the poor who 
too long have suffered spiritual dejection and 
demoralization after bearing successive 
babies without hope of these children being 
able to achieve their full potential or break
ing the cycle of poverty." 

Mrs. Oettinger then spelled out. the family 
planning services that could be paid for with 
Federal matching funds available through 
the public relief programs of the SOCial Se
curity Act. 

"Such services,'' she said, "may include 
inpatient and outpatient hospital services, 
physicians' services, cllnical services, 
prescriptions for drugs and devices, and other 
preventative and rehabilitative services as
sociated with a comprehensive program for 
family planning." 

If family planning is a useful tool in pro
viding better health for children and 

mothers, Mrs. Oettinger declared that "it 
should be available on a universal basis as 
a right to parents, without coercion, but 
with a genuine and sympathetic attention to 
the needs of each human being." She em
phasized that individuals from all faiths 
should determine ·freely the family planning 
methods "morally acceptable to them." 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, this news 
story makes reference to the speech 
made by Katherine Oettinger the day be
fore the article appeared. She is the 
Chief of the Children's Bureau in the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. She has made what, to my 
mind, is an excellent address on the right 
of all individuals who desire to have the 
information to be given whatever in
formation is necessary to plan their 
families. It is, to my way of thinking, 
a substantial contribution in the war 
against poverty. 

A NEW BEGINNING IN THE .DOMINI
CAN REPUBLIC 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I desire under 
the bill. 

Acceptance of the OAS plan for peace 
by both sides has finally cleared the way 
for a new beginning in the Dominican 
Republic. That is an achievement of 
great importance. It is not, however, an 
end-all for the troubles which have long 
plagued that unfortunate nation. The 
problems that existed before the revolu
tion of April24, exist today. Unemploy
ment is heaVY. The city of Santo 
Domingo, the hub of the country, is piled 
high with the rubble of bombings, mortar 
fire, and house-to-house street :fighting. 
People are hungry. Poverty remains the 
only way of life for the large majority 
of the Dominican people. Democracy 
is a promise which remains to be fulfilled. 

The new provisional government under 
Hector Garcia Godoy faces a monumen
tal task. The months ahead need to be 
used and used well to bring about a na
tional reconciliation. Dominicans now 
must turn their common efforts toward 
building a society in which democracy 
will be meaningful for all Dominicans, 
where economic opportunity and social 
justice will be more than a distant 
promise. 

The Institutional Act devised by the 
OAS three-man group seems to be an 
eminently fair basis on which to build 
an effective interim government and to 
restore order out of the state of chaos 
which has crippled the Dominican Re
public for the past 4 months. It is under 
this act that Hector Garcia Godoy, a 
mutually acceptable provisional presi
dent, has been appointed. He has desig
nated, in turn, a cabinet to serve his 
government. Free elections, supervised 
by the OAS, will be held in 9 months. 
All parties are to suspend political ac
tivities for 6 months, that is, until 3 
months prior to elections. Human rights 
are to be guaranteed the Dominican 
people. 

In addition to the Institutional Act, 
the OAS Commission has also induced 
both sides to accept the terms of an act 
of reconciliation, which provides for a 
general amnesty of all political prison
ers; the absorption of rebel territory into 
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the Inter-American Zone of Security; 
maintenance of the zone for 30 days un
less the President requests an exten
sion; submission of all arms to the provi
sional government; return of all military 
forces to their barracks; reintegration 
without penalty of all troops; and nego
tiations for the withdrawal of the Inter
American Peace Force. 

The design and plan of these two acts 
is a reft.ection of the outstanding work of 
the OAS three-man Commission in try
ing to work out a mutually satisfactory 
solution to the paralysis which has 
gripped the Dominican Republic since 
last April. Our own Ambassador to the 
OAS, Ellsworth Bunker, along with 
Brazilian Ambassador Ilmar Penna Mar
inho and Ramon de Clairmont Duenas of 
El Salvador have earned the respect and 
the admiration of the entire Inter-Amer
ican community for their patience, their 
understanding and persistent and un
biased diplomacy in providing their good 
offices to all parties, and for suggesting 
solutions to bring relief from the inter
necine warfare. In this Nation, we owe 
deep thanks to Ambassador Bunker and 
his colleagues for their wise and tireless 
efforts to convert this situation into one 
amenable to peaceful solution. 

But their work is only a beginning. 
The peace is an uneasy one. Suspicions 
and fears and bitterness run deep. Hos
tilities could break out again at the 
slightest provocation. Whatever suc
cess the Garcia Godoy government even
tually may have will depend on the 
restraint, the patriotism, and the willing
ness of leaders on all sides to give their 
nation a chance to live in peace and har
nlony. 

With acceptance of the plan for peace 
by both sides, it is possible for the 
Dominicans to turn to the difficult job 
of establishing a solid base for a full
scale effort to develop the country, eco
nomically and politically. With that 
base, there is reason to hope that con
tinued cooperation on the part of this 
Nation with and through the OAS can be 
helpful in bringing about an economic 
and social recovery in the Dommican 
Republic. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] on the 
bill. 

MORAL REARMAMENT 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in the 

August 28 issue of the Mason City, Iowa, 
Globe-Gazette there is an editorial en
titled "What They're for, Not Against," 
which merits the attention of readers of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

This article discusses the program for 
young people sponsored by Moral Re
armament Demonstration for Modern
izing America in Mackinac Island, Mich., 
this past summer. 

This is the same group which produced 
the hour-long show "Sing Out, 1965," 
which had a Washington showing re
cently, and which shortly will appear in 
the Hollywood Bowl, and then go to Asia 
for showing. 

This is a very stimulating program. 
It is much needed today, particularly in 

view of some distortions that exist in 
the minds of people in other countries 
regarding the attitude of young people 
in the United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in th~ RECORD, 
as follows: 

WHAT THEY'RE FOR, NOT AGAINST 

There was a big demonstration the other 
day up on Michigan's Mackinac Island. 

More than 3,500 young people from 51 
nations didn't make the headlines, however. 
They demonstrated quietly-not only what 
they are against, but also what they are for. 

It was the Moral Rearmament Demonstra
tion for Modernizing America. Some 350 
colleges and schools participated, attracting 
interest from abroad. 

Taking issue with the advocates of moral 
and military pacifism, noninvolvement, 
atheism, and the so-called new morality, 
these youth believe their generation is called 
on to pattern a society that works. In other 
words, to match man's tremendous tech
nological growth with a growth in maturity, 
aim, and character in man himself. 

Speaking at this Mackinac demo~stration, 
J. Blanton Belk, U.S. Director of Moral Re
armament, put it this way: 

"Youth is being confronted today with 
the alternatives of being communized, ani
malized, or modernized. Our purpose is to 
produce modern men and women who will 
demonstrate in their own lives the answer 
and formulate concrete plans and action for 
tackling the knottiest problems of our times. 

One reason we have had riots on the 
American campuses is because no one has 
challenged young America to take on creat
ing the right revolution in the whole world. 
We believe that a new generation can be 
trained with the character-toughening, prob
lem-solving, nation-saving sk1lls tha.t this 
age demands." 

It's a challenging concept. It sounds good. 

COST OF LIVING 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the 

news media in the past few days have 
focused attention on a problem which I 
have long felt should be the subject of 
a public discussion. 

For too long, the questions of the in
crease in cost-of-living and the inft.a
tionary pressures have been downgraded 
by too many Government officials and 
so-called experts. 

On Monday, September 6, the Wash
ington Post carried the Harris survey 
which underscored the concern of 
the housewives on the , cost-of-living 
increases. 

But it took an astute editorial writer 
for the Washington Evening Star on 
September 8 to pinpoint the causes. In 
doing so, this writer ably put the skids 
to the favorite argument that the 
farmer is to blame for the rise in food 
prices. 

The writer declared: 
To blame the farmer for all the inflation 

is manifestly unfair. According to Govern
ment figures, farmers last year received only 
37 cents on every dollar spent at retail 
'Counters for food. 

The fact is that the cost-of-living index 
is computed from a list of some 300 goods 
and services ranging from refrigerators to 
haircuts, along with food. To say that 
farmers are prospering at the expense of 

city dwellers is to ignore the costly contracts 
that have been negotiated in auto, alumi
num, steel, and other industries in the past 
year. These are the basic industries that · 
pass on to the whole economy their infla
tionary settlement. 

The housewife may not notice their im
pact every Friday on her shopping list, but 
before we impeach the Iowa and Texas meat 
producers, let's keep in mind that inflation, 
like termites, usually attack from several 
directions. 

In the current issue of U.S. News & 
World Report, an article points out that 
by .1970, the dollar will be worth about 
40 cents. And, it warns: 

If inflation speeds up, to erode values at a 
faster rate, the 1970 dollar readily could be 
worth even less. 

It should be stressed that inft.ation 
hurts those who can least afford it-
those living on pensions, social security 
payments, and the like. When the value 
of the dollar, based on 1939, has sunk 
below 44 cents, as it stands today, the 
impact is deeply serious. 

A superb analysis of the effects of in
ft.ation was made by R. K. Bliss, of the ex
tension service of Iowa State University 
at Ames. I think it merits reading. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing articles be placed in the RECORD: 

First. "Cost-of-Living Rise Brings 
Criticism From Housewives," from the 
Washington Post of September 6. 

Second. "Meat Counter Blues," from 
the Washington Star of September 8. 

Third. "Thrift and Progress," tran
script of a radio talk by R. K. Bliss, Sep
tember 3. 

Fourth. "Is Your Dollar in Trouble 
Again?" "Outlook for Inft.ation-What 
To Do About It," from the September 20 
issue of U.S. News & World Report. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 6, 1965] 
THE HARRIS SURVEY-cosT-OF-LIVING RISE 

BRINGS CRrriCISM FROM HOUSEWIVES 

(By Louis Harris) 
The cost of living is now emerging as a 

storm that could upset the relative tranquil
ity of consensus that President Johnson has 
so carefully wrought in the domestic econ
omy. The Nation's housewives are nearly 
unanimous in their view that the cost of 
living has risen in the past year-and they 
do not like the trend. 

They are right, of course, in believing that 
the cost of living is going up. The Bureau 
of Labor Statistics reports that it went up 1.9 
percent between June 1964 and June 1965. 
And the complaints of women about the in
crease in the cost of specific items reinforces 
the idea that they know what they are talk
ing about. In those areas in which they 
handle most of the family's expenditures, 
their complaints about which items have 
gone up the most almost match in propor
tion the categories where the increases have 
been the greatest. 

The potential political dynamite in the 
cost of living lies in the fact that, by nearly 
a 3-to-2 margin, women shoppers believe 
that increases can be avoided. Since 87 per
cent of all women think the cost of living 
is going up, this provides a margin of dis
satisfaction that could spell trouble for po
litical leaders. 

Following is a table of items which a cross 
sectic;>n of the Nation's housewives cited as 
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having gone up the most in the past year, 
compared to the latest Government figures. 
The 87 percent of the women who believe the 
cost of living has gone up were asked: 

"Which items do you feel have gone up the 
most?" 

Items that have gone up the most 

[In percent] 

MeaL ___ _____ __________________ _ 
Vegetables and fruit ____________ _ 
Cereals and bakery products ___ _ 

g~~~~~;o-d~===================== Dairy products _________________ _ 
Utilities (gas, electric) __ -------
Transportation_----------------Medicine ___ __ _ ------______ _____ _ 
Rent ___ _____ _______ ------______ _ 
Personal care_-----------------
Household furnishings_---------

Housewife Consumer 
complaints price index 

rise 

46 +9.9 
38 +4. 7 
32 +1.6 
20 +1.1 
8 +.2 
7 ----- ------
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

-.2 
+1.8 
+2.4 
+1.8 
+1.7 
+.2 

NOTE.-Complaints total more than 100 percent 
because some mentioned more than 1 item. 

Two facts are immediately apparent. First, 
it takes only a slight rise in the cost of an 
item to cause large numbers of women to 
single out that product as one in which 
prices have gone up. Second, while the 
areas in which they spend most of the fam
ily's budget--food and clothing-are the 
particular target of housewife complaints, 
transportation, medicine, rents, and personal 
care--which have increased close to the over
all average of 1.9 percent--have escaped pub
lic awareness. 

But the views of the women about rises 
in prices have established some firm opinions 
which have serious implications. In order 
to pinpoint where the blame is being leveled, 
the cross section was asked this question: 

"What do you feel is the main cause for 
the rise in the cost of living: farm prices, 
wage increases, middlemen, Government 
spending, too high profits or what?" 

Causes of the rise in cost of living 

[In 1>ercen t] 

Total 
Income group 

bouse-
wives Under $5,000 Over 

$5,000 to 
$10,000 

$10,000 

---------
Middlemen __ _____ ___ 30 35 34 19 Wage increases ______ _ 25 17 22 41 
Government spending ___ _______ _ 22 22 18 31 
Too high profits _____ 7 5 8 7 Farm prices __________ 4 4 4 2 Not sure ___ __ ________ 12 17 14 --------

Nationwide, the middlemen-primarily 
food processors, wholesalers and retailers
are the No. 1 target. But the pattern dif
fers sharply by income groups. Lower in
come.women tend to worry most about mid
dlemen costs and are least critical of wage 
increases as inflationary pressures. In con
trast, upper income women place the blame 
primarily on union demands, and secondly 
on Government spending. Obviously, there 
is a relationship between their views and 
their husbands' occupations. 

A real question which economists pose 
about an economy such as ours, which is 
growing at a rate of over 6 percent a year, 
is whether consumer price rises are inevi
table. The housewives of the Nation tend to 
say no. They were asked: 

"Do you think that rises in the cost of 
living are bound to happen or do you feel 
they can be avoided?" 

CX:I--1482 

Are price rises inevitable? 
[In percent] 

Bound to Can be Not sure 
happen avoided 

---------1----------
Nationwide __ ---------- 33 46 21 
By size of place: 

Cities_------------- 31 50 19 
Suburbs ____________ 48 39 13 
Towns_------------ 20 59 21 
RuraL------------- 33 35 32 

By income group: 
Under $5,000 _______ 11 68 21 
$5,000 to $10,000 ____ 40 40 20 
Over $10,000 ________ 34 52 14 

The political impact of the issue could be 
potent, and it now appears to be looming up 
as a storm center of major magnitude. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, Sept. 8, 
1965] 

MEAT CouNTER BLUES 

If Lyndon Johnson had to run for oftlce 
today-and there's a school of thought that 
claims he's always running-the cost of liv
ing might well rank as a major domestic 
issue. 

Housewives are griping. The Consumer 
Price Index has hit a record 110.2 percent of 
the 1957-59 (Eisenhower GOP era) average. 
And although such general factors as auto 
insurance and homeownership costs help 
account for the ·rise, food prices seem to be 
the scapegoat since they pose an immediate, 
conspicuous target. 

To be sure, the farmers are having a won
derful year. Gross farm income is at a record 
peak of $43.3 billion, net income will total 
an estimated $13.5 blllion in 1965, highest in 
12 years, and the prices for beef and pork are 
bringing smiles to the growers. 

At the retail counter, however, it's another 
matter. A recent poll of housewives found 
that 46 p,ercent of complaints about the gen
eral cost of living centered on meat prices, 
with other equally important items such as 
rents and transportation tra111ng far behind: 

Yet, to blame the farmer for all the infla
tion is manifestly unfair. According to Gov
ernment figures, farmers last year received 
only 37 cents on every dollar spent at retail 
counters for food. Middlemen accounted 
for the rest. 

The fact is that the cost-of-living index is 
computed from a list of some 300 goods and 
services ranging from refrigerators to hair
cuts, along with food. To say that farmers 
are prospering at the expense of city dwell
ers is to ignore the costly contracts that have 
been negotiated in auto, aluminum, steel, 
and other industries in the past year. These 
are the basic industries that pass on to the 
whole economy their inflationary settle
ments. 

The housewife may not notice their im
pact every Friday on her shopping list, but 
before we impeach the Iowa and Texas meat 
producers, let's keep in mind that inflation, 
like termites, usually attacks from several 
directions. 

THRIFT AND PROGR~SS 

(Radio talk by R. K. Bliss, extension service 
of Iowa State University, Sept. 3, 1965) 

Thrift is almost a forgotten word in our 
present-day vocabulary. It was not always 
that way. Older people, especially those in 
their seventies, and eighties, had a good 
training in thrift, but what about the train
ing of our young people now? 

Today I would like to visit with you for a 
little while about the importance of thrift. 
To begin with, thrift does not mean miser
liness and parsimony. Thrift means eco
nomical management, frugality, care and 
wisdom in management and intelligent use 

of our resources. Thrift is the opposite of 
wastefulness and extravagance. People that 
follow thrifty ways are self-reliant, prosper
ous, the strength of the Nation. 

I am led to discuss thrift with you today 
because of the really tremendous effort that 
is being made over TV, the radio, in news
paper and magazine advertising and also by 
letter and handbill urging people to spend. 
Through various ways people are urged to 
buy now, pay later with only a small down
payment. Much of this advertising is for 
products of doubtful value such as pills to 
make you feel better fast, pills to put you to 
sleep, pills to stop a headache, pills to cure 
a cold, pills to allay pain, etc., and sometimes 
even pills to keep you awake. 

Also, an amazing array of cosmetics and 
tonics to improve your looks, make you look 
younger, take the gray out of your hair, or 
change it to any other color, banish bad odor, 
provide a milder better cigarette to smoke, 
etc., all of which are of no real value to the 
individual. I suggest that some evening you 
take paper and pencil and keep a record of 
the ads that appear on your TV set; better 
still, if you keep a record for a week. It is 
amazing the effort that is being made to 
sell things of no particular value to the in
dividual and most of which are actually of 
little or no real value to anyone. 

A great effort is being made to get people 
to spend but we hear very little about thrift. 
Banks, building and loan associations, in
surance companies and the urge given to 
sell1ng U.S. E and H savings bonds are small 
voices crying in the hullabaloo of voices urg
ing people to spend. 

Why does this country have the billions 
of dollars that are being sent overseas to 
less prosperous people? The answer is clear. 
It is because of the thrifty savings of our 
people. The hardy early settlers who crossed 
the Atlantic Ocean in crowded little ships 
(no one would make the trip in such ships 
now) in order to get away from the tyranny 
of dictators and kings brought with them 
habits of thrift, of self-rel~ance, and of sav
ing. It is the thrifty ways and teachings of 
our forebears and the pioneers that enabled 
this country to build a prosperous civilization 
and also to send billions of dollars in money, 
goods, and services to less prosperous people 
in other lands. It is the thrift of ordinary 
people who thought savings in banks, build
ing and loan associations, U.S. bonds and 
other bonds, insurance, etc., that has made 
this possible. 

It has been said that it is the natural re
sources of this country that have made our 
wealth possible. It is, however, something 
else in addition to natural resources. There 
were people living in what is now the United 
States hundreds--perhaps thousands-of 
years before t-he Pilgrims arrived. Other 
countries, South America and Africa, for 
example, have remarkable natural resources. 
The something else, it appears, is the will
ingness to work, to be thrifty, to save for 
old age and for a secure future. Also our 
free enterprise, universal education, free
choice-of-occupation system which has re
moved manmade restrictions and encour
aged individual effort has been an important 
factor. These are the principal qualities that 
have made the United States outstanding in 
increase of wealth and well-being. 

We now appear to be developing a philoso
phy in this country that we can spend our
selves into prosperity. Necessary adjuncts 
and supports for this philosophy are easy 
money and inflation or the decrease in the 
purchasing power of the dollar. Our wealth
measuring device-the dollar--changes in 
value. For example, suppose in 1940 you put 
away $1,000 in a bank or in bonds includ
ing E and H savings bonds, or you might 
have lent it to a neighbor. Now 25 years 
later, the original $1,000 that you laid away 
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for your old age will purchase less than 
$500 of the things you need and want. More 
than half of the original value has been lost 
through inflation or the decrease in the pur
chasing power of the dollar or the increase 
in the cost of living, which now are polite 
ways of calling attention to inflation. 

Inflation is a cruel tax on older people; 
it decreases the value of money laid away 
for old age. But instead of correcting the 
principal difficulty, infiation, the Govern
ment now begins collecting additional taxes 
and developing new programs to pay back 
part of what has been taken away from the 
savings of older people through inflation. 
This means more expense, more machinery, 
more centralized control. Infiation is, of 
course, also a tax on all thrifty people of 
any age who save in order to provide for 
their future well-being. 

All will B~gree that people in need, es
pecially old people, should be cared for; but 
the number who need care would be great
ly reduced by having a wealth-measuring de
vice that remained stable. Let us see what 
stabilizing the purchasing power of the dol
lar would do for older people and, of course, 
this would apply to all thrifty people who 
are saving for the future. 

According to estimates there are now 
about 18 million people in the United States 
who are 65 years old or older. Let us assume 
for the sake of the illustration that these 18 
million people will each on the average spend 
$1,500 for food, housing, clothing, church, 
entertainment, travel, and other things dur
ing the year. One thousand five hundred 
dollars is used because according to reports, 
the Government sets $3,000 a year as a mini
mum to keep a family out of poverty. If 
so, these 18 m1llion oldsters will spend $27 
billion during the 12 months. A 2-percent 
inflation or a 2-percent increase in the cost 
of living as we appear to be headed for this 
year will decrease the purchasing power of 
$27 billion by the huge sum of $540 million. 
If this .goes on year after year as it has in 
many past years, you can see what it means 
to the savings of "old people--and, of course, 
the same applies to all savings. To the ex
tent that the dollar, our wealth-measuring 
device, is reduced in value by infiation, all 
savings are reduced correspondingly and 
public and private debts are also repudiated 
to that extent. What this country needs is 
a wealth-measuring device that is stable. 

Inflation is a tax on thrift. Inflation dis
courages saving. Why save money today if 
the money you save today will buy less to
morrow? Inflation discourages thrift. 

Inflation is a severe h andicap to thrifty 
young people who are trying to get a start 
in business. It often takes years to save 
enough money to buy a farm or start a busi
ness. Infiation lowers the value of the 
money saved and at the same time increases 
the cost of the property or business to be 
bought. Thus young people saving money 
to get started in business or to buy a farm 
get soaked going and coming and may have 
to settle by working for someone else. In
flation works to the disadvantage of the 
small operator. 

Speculators, people who study business 
trends and who buy today with the expecta
tion of a rise in dollar values, are the prin
cipal beneficiaries of inflation. Infiation 
makes m any millionaires and also a con
siderable number of bankrupts. Inflation 
is mostly paid for by reducing the value of 
the savings of thrifty people. 

What can be done about it; how can the 
dollar be stabilized? One plan that has not 
been really tried since World War II, dur
ing which time the purchasing power of the 
dollar has been cut in half, would be for 
Congress to balance the Federal budget. 
When Government spends more than it col
lects through taxes, it has to borrow and 

under banking rules, borrowing increases the 
amount of money in circulation far more 
than the amount borrowed. 

A family that continually year after year 
borrows more money than it earns is headed 
for serious trouble. A nation is a collection 
of families and by the same reasoning it, 
too, is headed for trouble when it continues 
year after year to spend more than it col
lects in taxes. 

The country needs to remember the thrifty 
ways that made it great. A resurgence of 
thrift, wise management is needed in homes, 
businesses; and especially in Government-
Federal, State, and local-it is greatly needed. 

[From the U.S. News & World Report, 
Sept. 20, 1965] 

Is YoUR DOLLAR IN TROUBLE AGAIN? 

You hear it on all sides now-
People are complaining about high and 

rising prices. Just about everything seems 
to cost more. 

This is known as creeping infiation. 
This erosion of the dollar promises to go on 
and on. 

Not only are prices higher, but also there 
are more th-ings to buy, more demands on 
paychecks. 

It's true that pay is up too--for most peo
ple. But h-igher· pay doesn't stop the 
grumbling over prices. Question: Is the 
dollar in real trouble? 

Grumbling about the high cost of living is 
beginning to be heard from one end of the 
country to the other. 

This grumbling is a sign that the dollar is 
in trouble again-its purchasing power 
eroded at a rising rate by the pressures of 
inflation. 

Housewives complain about the shrinking 
supply of groceries that a $20 bill will buy. 
Families worry about the high and rising 
price of shoes for children going back to 
school. 

Autumn is a time to buy winter clothing, 
and many items of clothing cost more. 

Paychecks, it is true, are growing larger 
for most people. The rise in pay, overall, 
is greater than the rise In cost of living. 
And food costs, about which housewives 
complain most, still take less of the weekly 
paycheck relatively, than in years past. 

Yet the grumbling grows. 
The public, it seems, wants more and more 

of the luxuries of life and Is more and more 
irritated by the fact that each of the rising 
number of dollars in pay gradually will buy 
less in the way of goods and services. 

Vacations, people find, cost more. Color 
TV is something new to own. Demand is for 
more and more extras on cars. 

A flood of youths is entering the Nation's 
colleges, and inflation of the costs of such 
higher education goes on year after year. 

Now there is to be an increase in taxes 
to support social security. 

In addition, real estate taxes rise year by 
year. Sales taxes are in an upward creep 
in States and localities. 

As dollars buy less, everybody wants-and 
often demands-more dollars. 

Yet, as pay goes up, it follows that wage 
costs to business tend to rise. 

Soon business is under pressure to raise 
more prices in order to maintain profit mar
gins. 

The pay raise now taking place in the 
basic steel industry under terms of a recent 
contract settlement is expected to be fol
lowed by selective increases in the price of 
of steel and of steel products. 

So the prospect is that wage costs will go 
on rising and prices will go on rising, and 
dollars gradually will buy less and less. 

This is what is known as creeping inflation. 
More dollars are required to buy the same 
amount of goods and services. 

[From the U.S. News & World Report, Sept. 
20, 1965] 

DOLLAR IN TROUBLE?-0UTLOOK FOR INFLA
TION-WHAT To Do ABOUT IT 

A 44-cent dollar now, compared with 
1939-and experts are predicting further 
shrinkage as price inflation speeds up. 

How can one guard against an eroding dol
lar? Is there a way to protect income, sav
ings? Here are things to do-and avoid. 

Erosion of the dollar's buying power is 
picking up momentum again. 

The dollar in recent years has been losing 
value at about half a cent a year. In the 
year just past that rate increased to nearly 
a full cent a year. Right now it gives signs 
of losing value at an even faster pace. 

A creeping inflation of prices of many 
goods and services that enter into the cost 
of living is the reason. That creep now is 
faster. It is back to the rate of the late 
1950's. 

Few economists seem to expect the creep 
to turn to a fast walk or to a trot, but the 
trend is there as it has been for more than 
30 years. 

A wage rise in steel, likely to result in 
some price rise, confirms the trend. 

Dollars, in other words, seem sure to go 
on losing value in terms of things that peo
ple buy. The only question seems to be 
whether the rate of loss will speed up. 

TODAY'S DOLLAR: 44 CENTS . 

Today's dollar actually is a 44-cent dollar 
compared with the 100-cent dollar of 1939, 
when measured in terms of the cost of living. 
By 1970, that dollar will be worth about 40 
cents even with slowly creeping inflation. If 
inflation speeds up, to erode values at a faster 
rate, the 1970 dollar readily could be worth 
even less. 

This trend is important to the investor, to 
the person thinking of retirement, to many 
jobholders, and to those thinking of careers. 

Pay on some types of jobs tends to lag be
hind the rising trend in prices. Pensions in 
many cases do not go up as living costs go up. 
People who save and invest in fixed-income 
investments such as bonds find, with time, 
that inflation eats away at the buying power 
of the principal amount of dollars saved. 

With inflation in the air once again, it be
comes useful to have an estimate of how fast 
that inflation-and the erosion of the dollar's 
value--will become. 

To get that estimate U.S. News & World 
Report sought the opinions of some of the 
Nation's top economists. 

NO SNOWBALLING 

Paul Samuelson, economics professor at 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology and 
an adviser to President Johnson, expects some 
increase in the rate of erosion of the dollar's 
buying power, but no snowballing, cantering 
inflation. 

Professor Samuelson notes that more and 
more companies are producing close to ca
pacity in order to meet strong demand from 
customers. "Under these conditions, firms 
can raise prices and increase their sales at the 
same time," he says. 

From Beryl Sprinkel,, vice president and 
chief economist of Harris Trust & Savings 
Bank in Chicago, comes this prediction: 
"We face the biggest gain in the cost of living 
in years. Consumer prices, on average, will 
climb 2 to 2.5 percent in the year ahead. 
Wholesale prices may go up 2 percent or 
more. This amounts to a significant accel
eration over the rate of the past year or two." 

A strong boom in business stretching well 
into next year is contributing to upward 
pressures on prices, as the Chicago economist 
sees it. He adds: 

"There is not much slack in the economy 
now, order books are full and the expecta
tion is that business will get better. That 
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sort of environment is conducive to price in
creases." 

SERIOUS PRICE PRESSURES 

The sudden shift to higher military spend
ing related to Vietnam is seen exerting an 
upward push on prices by Dan Hodes, econ
omist for General Telephone & Electronics 
Corp. "Over the next year and a half these 
price pressures will be more serious than at 
any time since 1957,'' comments Mr. Hodes. 

But barring a major blowup in Vietnam, 
requiring arms spending at the rate of in
crease during the Korean war, none of the 
economists expects that the United States 
is heading for an inflationary binge. 

NO SIGNIFICANT INFLATION 

Says Jules Backman, economics professor 
at New York University: 

"Government spending is going up, but so 
are revenues. Labor costs now are rising 
faster than output per man-hour, and this 
will add to business costs. But remember 
that competition is intense in this country. 
In many cases, higher costs will have to be 
absorbed by firms, lowering their profit 
margins. 

"There will be continuing modest erosion 
of the dollar, but no significant inflation." 

Professor Backman, an authority on prices, 
was asked his views on the impact of selec
t! ve increases in prices of steel. His answer: 
"Steel-price increases will have much less 
effect on the overall cost of living than a rise 
of a penny a loaf of bread, a penny a pack of 
cigerettes, or a penny a gallon of gas." 

A similar view of only moderate shrinking 
of the dollar's purchasing power in the year 
ahead is voiced by Martin Gainsbrugh, chief 
economist of the National Industrial Confer
ence Board. 

Significantly, however, note that from all 
sides come predictions of a cheapening dol
lar, with differences only on the amount of 
cheapening that is likely to take place. 

Against that background, what can an in
dividual do to safeguard his income and his 
savings? Is there an "infiationproof" pro
tection plan to follow in a period when the 
value of the dollar is going down? 

HOW TO HEDGE 

Experience shows that there is no sure
fire way to avoid the effects of price inflation 
that whittle down savings. But there are 
some points to keep in mind when planning 
for the future. For example-

A job 
Best defense against the declining value 

of the dollar is a steady job. Most wage earn
ers and salaried people improve their lot. 
The reason: Paychecks generally rise faster 
than prices. 

Take the typical factory worker. His hour
ly earnings have risen more than 40 percent 
in the past 10 years-just about double the 
rise in consumer prices over that period. 

This means that the worker's real income
his abiUty to buy today's goods and services 
at current prices-has risen rather sharply, 
pushing living standards of the worker 
upward. 

A home 
Owning a home, in most cases, can be a 

valuable form of inflation protection. Value 
of real estate in good neighborhoods in cities 
and suburbs has gone up faster than the cost 
of living. 

But note this: Rising home values are not 
guaranteed. Neighborhoods can run down. 
Industry, the lifeblood of a community, can 
move to a new location. ':fhe home of a trans
ferred worker can become a glut on the 
market, can be the source of a loss--not of a 
gain-to the seller. 

A business 
Owning a small business can be a worth

while investment in a period of rising prices. 

Assets of a business tend to increase in dollar 
value as the general price level goes up. 

But don't rush into setting up a business. 
Stick to a field you know something about. 
Be sure to have enough capital behind you 
to tide you over rough spots that are sure to 
crop up. Keep in mind that lack of adequate 
capital or insufficient know-how causes the 
great majority of new businesses to fold 
within 5 years after they open their doors. 

Common stocks 
Here is one investment spot to put your 

money that usually offers a good chance of 
keeping ahead of inflation. 

Common stocks generally rise in value in 
times of inflation. Stock prices, on average, 
have nearly doubled in the last 10 years, 
while consumer prices have increased by only 
about 20 percent. 

There is this note of caution: Not all stocks 
go up in value even in a strong bull market. 
And remember that "nobody buys the aver
ages"-meaning that it's the performance of 
indlividual issues that count. Stock-market 
averages lately have been pushing into near
record highs. But in a recent week, for every 
three individual issues that hit new highs for 
the year on major New York stock exchanges, 
one stock slumped to a new low. 

It's a question of picking the right stock 
for a long-term investment. 

A farm 
Mushrooming population, pushing cities 

and suburbs deeper into the countryside, has 
helped push farmland prices up faster than 
the general level of prices. 

This trend is seen continuing around blg 
population centers as more and more land 
is gobbled up for housing subdivisions, high
ways and shopping centers. 

It's not necessarily all gravy. A farm, un
less run properly, can lose money in a hurry. 
And there are real estate taxes to pay every 
year. 

Income property 
An office or apartment building that brings 

in rental income can provide a hedge against 
a dwindling dollar. 

Investors can get burned, however. Spec
ulative building of apartments and office 
buildings has gotten out of hand in some 
areas. Vacancy rates have soared in build
ings in many places, with the result that 
owners have had to offer big concessions on 
rents to try. to attract tenants. The hope is· 
that, eventually, the buildings will fill up as 
population increases. 

Resort property 
An ocean-side lot, a cottage on a lake, a 

mountain cabin can offer protection against 
erosion of the dollar. As incomes go up, and 
people have more leisure time, demand grows 
for vacation retreats. But, as with all real 
estate, choose your site carefully. 

Bonds 
Owners of corporate or Government bonds 

do not fare well in times of rising consumer 
prices. . 

Dollars put into a bond are paid back in 
the same number as originally invested. 
Trouble is that these dollars, after years of 
rising prices, don't go as far when buying 
goods and services. 

The same is true of interest paid on the 
bond. Take a bond paying 4 percent bought 
10 years ago: Allowing for the steady rise in 
the cost of living in that period, the "real" 
return on a bond shrinks to a little above 3.6 
percent, rather than 4 percent. 

Cash savings 
Money in a savings account is in a similar 

boat with money put into bonds: Dollars 
dwindle in buying power. Interest paid is 
eaten into by the mounting cost of living. 

Mortgages 
Putting your money in mortgages generally 

offers little protection. Buying power ot 
fixed-value investments shrinks as the gen
eral price level goes up. 

Works of art 
Here is an inflation hedge quite popular 

with Europeans, bUJt not much used by Amer
icans. Idea is to buy paintings, sculpture, 
rare books, antiques, in the expectation that 
these will appreciate in value faster than the 
cost of living. 

Jewelry and gems are another favorite in
vestment among Europeans. 

Trouble with these items is that you can 
make mistakes. Paintings can fall out of 
favor. Tastes change among art collectm"s. 
And money put into jewelry and gems earns 
no return for the owner while he is waiting 
to sell at a profit. 

Pensions 
People living on a pension or fixed income 

from an annuity usually find themselves los
ing ground as prices go up. That's why in
flation is called the "worst enemy" of widows, 
orphans, and old people. 

Social security pensions, just increased by 
7 percent, about offset the rise in the cost of 
living since the last time pensions were 
re.ised in 1959. Difficulty for pensioners 
comes in the lag between the time that prices 
go up and the time pensions are raised. 

People receiving pensions from private 
companies, in most cases, are worse off. Un
like social security, higher pensions granted 
to workers by most companies are not paid 
to persons already on the retired rolls. 

Creditors 
People who lend out money, generally 

speaking, are pinched by price inflation. 
Dollars loaned out come back in diluted 
form in terms of what they will buy in the 
marketplace. Interest charged on the loan 
helps to offset inflation's inroads, but lend
ers then find that "real" earnings on their 
money are less than they counted on. 

Borrowers 
People who use borrowed money tend to 

come out ahead in a period of rising prices. 
Inflation tends to lighten the burden of 
debts. These debts can be paid off in dol
lars of declining value. 

Debt, thus, can take on new attraction 
in an era of inflation. Debt of people al
ready is the highest in history, a fact that 
is worrying some economists. Charges to 
carry that debt are taking a growing part 
of people's incomes. 

Now, as creeping inflation takes on added 
speed, economists feel that debt will grow 
in appeal. As one economist put it: "When
ever prices start moving up on a broad 
front, there is the danger that the thrifty 
will become spendthrifts--and do it more 
and more on the cuff." 

That gives you an idea of what a shrink
ing dollar, in terxns of purchasing power of 
that dollar, can mean in people's daily lives. 

NO GUARANTEE 

It's important to remember that there is 
no guarantee of perpetual inflation. 

In terms of wholesale prices, for example, 
these prices held about unchanged for a 
remarkable period of about 6 years, until 
they started moving up a year ago. 

An unexpected showing in business could 
change the outlook for inflation. Peace in 
Vietnam, if it should come, might bring cut
backs in arms spending, tip budget totals 
for defense downward instead of the other 
way. 

St111, as the economists see it, chances 
are that prices will continue to creep upward 
as they have for years past. 

That's been the trend for more than 30 
years. Economists see no end to it so long 
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as Government strives to insure perpetual 
prosperity without ever permitting the 
economy to slow a bit. 

Records indicate that no one can count 
on coming out unscathed from the effects of 
a dwindling dollar. But those same records 
also indicate that the workingman-and the 
careful investor in stocks, a business, or 
real estate-stands a good chance of coming 
out ahead. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 
1965 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm 
income, to stabilize prices and assure 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov
ernment costs and promote foreign 
trade, to afford greater economic oppor
tunity in rural areas, and for other pur
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for the 
quorum call not be allocated to either 
side. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
what is the pending question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is amendment No. 435, 
offered by the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. BASs] to H.R. 9811. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield, with

. out losing his right to the floor? 
Mr. BASS. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum, the 
time for the quorum call to be charged 
equally to both sides on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee will state it. 

Mr. BASS. Under what type of con
sent agreement is the Senate now oper
a·ting? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the agreement in effect, 1 hour is al
located to each side of the pending 
amendment. One hour is under the con
trol of the Senator from Tennessee, and 
1 hour is under the control of the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]. 

Mr. BASS. Do I correctly under
stand that my amendment h~ been 

called up but that no time has as yet 
been consumed on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. His amendment is 
the pending question. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, after a 
somewhat uneasy reentry but successful 
splashdown, I am happy to be back to 
call up my amendment today. I appre
ciate the courtesy of the majority leader 
in having it made the pending question 
and for being so patient as to await my 
return on my delayed trip back from 
Tennessee. 

The effect of the amendment would be 
to strike section 703 from the pending 
bill. I interpolate to state that since the 
original section was placed in the bill, 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] has amended 
that section. I quote the section as 
amended: 

Notwithstanding any other p1ovision of 
law, whenever the application of any law of 
the United States requires determinations to 
be made of the amount of labor needed for 
the production and harvesting of any agri
cultural crop, or of the availability thereof 
for such production and harvesting, such 
determinations shall be made by the Sec
retary of Agriculture and shall be accepted 
by all agencies of the Unit<:d States in the 
carrying out of activities in which such de
termillil.tions are needed. 

This is the section of the bill to which 
I shall now address myself. 

Mr. President, I wish to make it plain 
that I realize there are some problems 
existing in the area of farm labor relat
ing to the dual responsibility in certain 
areas. However, I think these problems 
should be settled by other legislation or 
by the courts. I definitely do not think 
that this major bill, the Food and Agri
culture Act, is the proper vehicle on 
which to tie this trailer. For this reason, 
I oppose this provision and shall point 
out some of the confusion which will 
result if it is retained. I shall also at
tempt to show why this section should be 
given much more study and consideration 
before it is enacted. 

This provision was not proposed by the 
administration. It was not contained in 
the House bill. It was not contained in 
any version of the Senate bill considered 
by the committee, but was offered in the 
closing hour of the committee's consid
eration of the bill, and was considered 
very briefly. The subject matter this 
provision deals with is highly controver
sial, the effects are enormous, and the 
basis for such a proposal is in great dis
pute. Yet the amendment was treated in 
committee as a minor appendage to a 
major bill and was placed as the last 
section in the miscellaneous title of the 
bill. 

The committee report devotes some 73 
pages to discussing the various programs 
in the bill. Yet, only one small para
graph on page 73 is devoted to this very 
far-reaching provision and its effects. 
With respect to this paragraph, I might 
point out that while its primary import is 
in what it fails to say rather than in 
what it says, it is erroneous in the in
formation which it gives. 

The report states: 
This provision will have the effect of elim

inating the confusion which now exists in 

connection with determinations concernng 
the admissibility of supplemental agricul
tural workers under the Immigration and 
Nationality Act. In considering the question 
of the admissability of supplemental workers 
the Attorney General needs to know what 
the requirements of agriculture are and 
whether there are available sufficient domes
tic workers capable of meeting these require
ments. At present he relies upon advisory 
information only, obtained from govern
mental agencies which have neither statu
tory responsib1lity or the qualifications of the 
Department of Agriculture to obtain, evalu
ate, and supply such information. This sec
tion will correct this by placing the responsi
bility for such information in the agency of 
Government which has the facilities and ex
pertise to make such determinations. 

I submit that far from eliminating the 
confusion, if such does presently exist 
concerning admitting supplemental agri
cultural workers into this country, this 
provision will create such confusion that 
it may be necessary to go back to the old, 
illegal days of the so-called wetbacks in 
order to provide any supplemental for
eign farm labor at all. It is true that 
the Attorney General needs to know the 
requirements of agriculture, and whether 
there are available domestic workers 
capable of meeting these requirements. 
The practice at the present time is for 
the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary 
of Agriculture, or their appointed agents, 
to confer on his matter and reach a con
sensus concerning the number of work
ers required to harvest a given crop. In 
this respect, the Department of Agricul
ture has information facilities and ex
pertise exclusive of other agencies such 
as the Department of Labor. However, 
when it comes to the point of determining 
whether there are sufficient domestic 
workers capable of meeting the require- . 
ments necessary to harvest a particular 
crop, the Department of Agriculture has 
no facilities, expertise, or basis of infor
mation from which to determine these 
conclusions. 

The report states that the Secretary 
of Agriculture has the facilities and ex
pertise to make such determinations. I 
challenge this statement and raise the 
question as to what facilities or expertise 
the Secretary of Agriculture has for de
termining the availability of U.S. work
ers. What facilities and expertise does 
the Secretary of Agriculture have for 
determining the wages to be paid to the 
U.S. workers who are available? These 
determinations have been reached in the 
past after reviewing all of the informa
tion put together by the U.S. Employ
ment Service working together with the 
various State employment services, the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and other 
parts of the U.S. Department of Labor. 
Are we to remove these agencies from 
the Labor Department and place them 
in the Department of Agriculture, or are 
we to establish new agencies to make 
these determinations in the Department 
of Agriculture even though we have 
agencies established for this purpose at 
the present time in the Department of 
Labor? 

Mr. President, should tbis amendment, 
as contained in the pending bill, be made 
a part of the basic law of the immigrant 
labor legislation, it is apparent, without 
any doubt, that it would become abso-
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lutely necessary for the Department of 
Agriculture to establish a separate divi
sion in order to comply with the making 
of determinations under this act. 

It is indeed surprising to find some of 
the people who are critical of Govern
ment spending now are alined on the 
side of needless duplication, inefiiciency, 
and confusion which would result from 
this amendment--an amendment whfch 
would entail the spending of untold dol
lars to provide for this entirely new 
duplicative section of Government which 
this amendment would be required to 
create. 

At least as surprising is finding people 
alined in support of this provision who in 
the past have stood as the stanchest de
fenders for proper, senatorial procedure 
and for respect for the committee system. 
This amendment serves not only to ab
rogate both principles, but indeed to 
relegate these principles to oblivion. 
For instance, assuming that it was a 
proper matter for the Agriculture Com
mittee to consider and a proper matter 
to be placed in this bill, it should be 
noted that no hearings whatsoever were 
conducted on this measure even though 
its effects and ramifications are far 
reaching. It is true that back in Janu
ary of this year the Agriculture Commit
tee conducted 2 days of hearings con
cerning the lapse of the bracero program 
and the problems which this presented. 
However, at the conclusion of these hear
ings the chairman of the committee 
stated on the floor of this body that the 
purpose of the hearings was merely to 
advise the committee and the Senate of 
the effects of the termination of the 
bracero program. 

Mr. President, during 8 years of my 
service in the House of Representatives, 
while on the House Committee on Agri
culture, I made a rather extensive study 
of this particular problem dealing with 
the immigrant labor situation, and par
ticularly the problem of the wetbacks and 
braceros who came into the country il
legally, and under the old act. 

After a rather long period of study, 
having voted for the program during the 
first 6 years of my service in Congress, 
I discovered that the program was doing 
irreparable damage with reference to 
human element involved, as well as fail
ing to provide the proper labor, wages, 
and protection for the personnel in
volved. 

The chairman concluded that the 
views presented were very conflicting in 
nature. No hearings were held; no study 
was made on this provision. Even so at 
the time it was presented to the commit
tee, though the committee had been con
sidering the bill for a period of almost 
2 weeks, this particular section was 
given only cursory attention and was 
discussed for less than 10 minutes. 

Mr. President, with due deference to 
the author of the provision, he stated 
earlier in the proceedings before the 
committee that he would offer his provi
sion before final bill was marked up. 
We did have some notice, although a very 
short period of time. The author of the 
amendment advised the committee that 
he would offer the amendment before the 
hearings were concluded. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BASS. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 

glad that the Senator made that last 
statement. It is true, is it not, that 2 
days before the time of the offering of 
the amendment, the Senator from Flori
da advised the committee that he in
tended to offer an amendment to give 
the Secretary of Agriculture power to fix 
the number and availability of the work
ers in the various agricultural industries, 
with particular reference to those in
dustries which produce perishable crops? 

Mr. BASS. I do not remember whether 
it was 2 days, 3, or 4. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It was several days. 
Mr. BASS. The Senator is correct. I 

want it to be clearly understood that the 
Senator from Florida did give notice to 
the committee that he intended to call 
this provision up. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Florida dif
fer in any way from the notice given by 
the Senator from Florida at the time he 
called this matter to the attention of the 
committee? 

Mr. BASS. So far as the Senator from 
Tennessee knows, I have no information 
to the contrary. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 
happy to hear that. The Senator from 
Florida tried to give appropriate infor
mation, well ahead of time, that he ex
pected to take this step. The Senator 
from Florida went further and also said, 
as I am sure the Senator will remember, 
that the courts have held that the De
partment of Labo·r was in this field solely 
in an advisory capacity and was not an
swerable in the courts to growers who 
were aggrieved. The Senator remembers 
my making that statement. 

Mr. BASS. The Senator is correct. I 
wished to make it clear in my remarks 
that there was no indication of anything 
that would reflect on the way in which 
the amendment was brought up by the 
Senator from Florida. 

We did not have any extensive hear
ings on the ramifications and the effect 
of the amendment. In my opinion, we 
did not ha:ve sumcient time in which to 
make a thorough study of the amend
ment and to obtain the advice of the 
omcials in the departments affected. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BASS. Mr. President, this provi

sion would affect very crucial matters 
within the jurisdiction of the Judiciary 
and the Labor and Public Welfare Com
mittees. At least it would therefore ap
pear to be a traversty of the whole com
mittee sys'tem to allow such perfunctory 
examination by only one of the commit
tees involved. 

To cite a very good example, it might 
be noted that on September 7 the Senate 
passed a supplemental appropriation bill 
containing $1,723,000 for the U.S. De
partment of Labor. This is to be used for 
expenses necessary for the performance 
of the functions of the Secretary of La
bor as he deems necessary to insure in 
connection with admission of nonimmi
grant aliens under the Immigration and 
Nationality Act for employment in agri
culture. This bill also insures that max-

imum efforts are made to recruit and re
train agricultural workers for available 
job opportunities, that these domestic 
workers be given preference and employ
ment over alien workers, and that the 
employment of alien workers does not in 
any manner adversely affect the wages 
and working conditions of native workers. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BASS. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 

sure the Senator knows that the Senator 
from Florida worked on the committee 
which marked up the supplemental ap
propriations bill to which he referred. 

Mr. BASS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. And the earlier an

nual appropriations bill which covered 
the same subject matter. 

Mr. BASS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I wonder if the Sen

ator knows that, in both of those mark-
ups, the Senator from Florida insisted 
that the Secretary of Labor be given ade
quate funds with which to enlarge hi& 
recruitment program. 

Mr. BASS. And to make a study of 
the entire subject. 

Mr. HOLLAND. No. The recruit
ment program is the program for which 
funds were requested. That is what the 
Secretary was given the funds for, and 
the Senator from Florida in no sense 
wants to affect his right, duty, and obli-· 
gation to do that work. It should be· 
done much better than it has been done. 

The Secretary will have a slight in
crease in two additional amounts of" 
money for that purpose. However, that
matter does not at all affect the purview 
of the pending amendment which the
Senator seeks now to strike. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I thorough
ly agree that it would be effective. If this; 
amendment were adopted, the Secret~ry 
of Labor would be taken out of consid
eration in this very important problem; 
and the recruitment problem, in my opin
ion, and on the advice of the Senator 
from Florida, would be left in the hands 
of the Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 
glad that the Senator has raised that 
question, because apparently he has 
gained a completely erroneous idea of the 
amendment. 

The amendment makes it very clear 
that what the Secretary of Labor should 
not do is to determine what the labor 
needs are and the available labor at any 
time during the course of the picking or 
handling or harvesting of crops. By no 
means does the amendment attempt to 
amend or destroy existing legislation, or 
to cut off appropriations which the Sen
ator from Florida is trying to provide to 
assist the Secretary of Labor to accentu
ate and enlarge his recruitment efforts 
which, up to now, have been hope
lessly ineffective in obtaining labor for 
the various industries which produce per
ishable commodities, from one ocean to 
the other. 

The Senator from Florida wants the 
recruitment to be stepped up, and he 
wants no other functions of the Secre
tary of Labor to be impaired. However, 
the Senator from Florida does not want 
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the growers to be left without the assist
ance of some agency that has knowledge 
of the facts and that has authority to 
determine something that is certain and 
definite in the matter of the number of 
laborers needed in the fields. As the 
Senator knows, such decisions are made 
by the Secretary of Agriculture. The 
Senator knows, of course, that the de
cisions are changed from time to time 
as the crops are being harvested. 

No one has a clearer picture of the 
problem than the Secretary of Agricul
ture, because he is required by law to 
make the estimates, to issue the market 
news reports, and to maintain the con
tact men in the field. 

All he desires is to have something 
certain upon which the producers of 
perishable crops can rely; and that some
thing certain is wholly wanting under 
the present system. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. BASS. If the Senator will allow 

me to proceed, I desire to extend every 
courtesy, but since we are working under 
a time limitation, I hope other Senators 
will be as generous with their time s-o 
that we niay have full debate on both 
sides. · 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BASS. I am happy to yield briefiy 
to the Senator from California. 

Mr. MURPHY. Does the Senator 
realize that as to the setting of wages, 
there is a question as to whether or not 
that is a proper function of the Secre
tary of Labor? 

I should like to report that in Califor
nia, the wages which are paid for farm 
labor, both supplemental and regular, 
were the highest in the country, and yet 
the Secretary of Labor arbitrarily raised 
the wage rate from $1.35 an hour to 
$1.40. 

Mr. BASS. I remember that; and I 
remember his testimony before the com
mittee, and could quote it verbatim. But 
I shall merely state now for the record, 
that the standard of living and the costs 
of living in the areas involved were taken 
into consideration. 

To continue with my statement, this 
language clearly contemplates the plac
ing of the responsibility for determining 
the availability of domestic agricultural 
workers on the Secretary of Labor. Mr. 
President, this legislation passed this 
body on September 7 of this week and 
yet this amendment on which I am now 
speaking would completely undermine 
this act. It would extract from the Sec
retary of Labor the function of making 
the determination of availability which 
goes to the heart of this problem and for 
which the Senate appropriated almost 
$2 million. This amount was to assure 
that the Secretary of Labor dealt with 
this problem in accord with the wishes 
of the Senate as expressed in the pro
visions passed by this body. Obviously, 
this is a matter which is within the pur
view of the Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee and the Appropriation Com
mittee. Since we have just finished ap
propriating almost $2 million to the Sec
retary of Labor to carry out these func
tions, it would be a travesty, not to men
tion the mistake involved, at this point 

to shift all these functions to the Secre
tary of Agriculture who has neither the 
facilities, manpower, information or ex
pertise to make these decisions and carry 
them. 

This provision would also usurp the 
functions of the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee. Surely no Member of this body 
can question the fact that matters deal
ing with immigration and with the Im
migration and Nationality Act are prop
erly within the purview of the Judiciary 
Committee. This week we anticipated 
having before us the Immigration and 
Nationality Act revisions submitted by 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. These 
were previously considered by the Judi
ciary Committee of the House and passed 
by that body. Yet this provision, if en
acted, even though never considered by 
the Judiciary Committee, would alter 
section 212(a) 04) and section 214 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act as pre
sently constituted. The former section 
and the regulations of the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service promulgated 
pursuant to section 214 are designed to 

·insure the admission of aliens into the 
United States for employment in a man
ner which will not create unfair competi
tion between such aliens or between our 
own workers for available job opportu
nities. It also insures that the wages 
and working conditions of the domestic 
workers will not be adversely affected. 
The Attorney General has requested the 
Secretary of Labor under this act to sup
ply him with the pertinent information 
upon which to base these determina
tions. This was done in recognition of 
the very special sources of information 
and facilities existing in, or available to, 
the Department of Labor which are 
unique within our Federal Government 
system. 

When the Immigration and National
ity Act revisions were recently consid
ered by the House of Representatives
the bill we expected to consider sometime 
this week-the House saw fit to tighten 
the safeguards provided through section 
212 (a) (14). In doing so, they provided 
that an affirmative certification of non
availability of domestic workers, stating 
there would be no adverse effects, would 
be furnished by the Secretary of Labor 
before any immigrants could be admitted 
for employment in the United States. 
The revised version of this section as 
passed by the · House was given very 
careful and lengthy consideration by the 
House Judiciary Committee before it was 
reported to the House. Section 706 pre
sents a direct confiict with the action 
of the House in a matter which is basic
ally within the jurisdiction of the House 
and Senate Judiciary Committees. 

The present proposal, however, would 
significantly modify the recent House 
action when it would af!ect the admis
sion of immigrant aliens for agricultural 
employment. The determination re
quired by the section discussed would, in 
such cases, be made by the Secretary of 
Agriculture instead of the Secretary of 
Labor. It apparently, however, leaves 
untouched the authority of the Secretary 
of Labor to make certification dealing 
with the adverse effects cited by this 
section. Thus, with respect to a single 

admission, two separate certifications, 
inextricably interrelated, would be re
quired of two different Government 
agencies. The resulting confusion can 
only create further complications of the 
administration of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, a law already over
burdened with such complications and 
confusion. 

Another aspect of this procedural 
snafu needs to be discussed at this point. 
The Appropriations Committee in re
porting the Agricultural Appropriations 
Act of 1966 requested a comprehensive 
study of the entire agricultural-labor 
situation to be made. In the report the 
Appropriations Committee stated that it 
"recognizes that such a study will re
quire careful planning and extensive 
research." Yet now, without the benefit 
of the study or without any such careful 
planning or extensive research we are 
asked to accept a provision which ma
terially alters all of the existing relation
ships between the governmental agencies 
involved in the program. 

The Secretary of Labor has stated: 
This section provides for a drastic re

alinement of responsibilities with respect to 
determinations affecting not only farm labor, 
but also the amounts of land, materials, and 
services needed for farm production and 
harvesting. 

I state parenthetically that this state
ment was made by the Secretary of La
bor before the Senator from Florida 
amended his section striking out the 
other parts. 

The reorgani21ation proposed by this section 
of the reported bill would involve substan
tial shifts in functions and programs now 
performed by the Departments of Justice, 
Interior, Agriculture, and Labor under a va
riety of statutes, including the Wagner
Peyser Act and the Immigration and Na
tionality Act. Of specl.al significance to the 
Department of Labor is the effect the pro
posal would have on the Department's re
sponsibilities under various sections of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act involving 
determinations of availability of domestic 
workers in connection with the admission of 
both immigrant and nonimmigrant aliens. 
For example, section 706 is in sharp conflict 
with certain revisions of section 212(a) (14) 
proposed by the immigration and nationality 
bill recently ordered reported by the Senate 
Judiciary Committee. These latter pro
visions are also contained in the House
passed immigration and nationality bill, de
signed to tighten certain safeguards for 
American labor after a most thorough and 
careful consideration of all aspects of this 
issue. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en
tire letter of the Secretary of Labor be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington. 
Hon. Ross BAss, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BASS: I call to your atten
tion section 706 of the omnibus farm b111 
(H.R. 9811). 

This section provides for a drastic re
alinement of responsibilities with respect 
to determinations affecting not only farm 
labor, but also the amounts of land, mate
rials and services needed for fann produc-
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tion and harvesting. The reorganization pro
posed by this section of the ·reported bill 
would involve substantial shifts in functions 
and programs now performed by the Depart
ments of Justice, Interior, Agriculture and 
Labor under a variety of statutes, including 
the Wagner-Peyser Act and the Immigration 
and Nationa.lity Act. Of speci.al signJificance 
to the Department of Labor is the effect the 
proposal would have on the Department's re
sponsibilities under various sections of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act involving 
determinations of avruilability of domestic 
workers in connection with the admission of 
both immigrant and nonimmigrant aliens. 
For example, seotion 706 is in sh-wrp conflict 
with certain revisions of seotion 212(a) (14) 
proposed by the Immigration and Nation
ality bill recently ordered reported by the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. These latteT 
provisions are also contained in the House
pa.ssed Immigration and NatioDJality bill, de
signed to tighten certwin srufeguards for 
American labor after a most thorough and 
careful consideration of all aspects of this 
issue. 

Under section 212(a) (14), responsibility 
for determining the availability of domestic 
workers in connection with the considera
tion of applications for immigrant visas is 
vested in the Secretary of Labor. This de
termination cannot be made in the abstra.ot. 
It requires an intensive, sustained and na
tionwide effort to reach all sources of la.bor 
supply. The function of determining the 
availability of labor is inextricably inter
related with the recruitment functions pres
ently carried out by the Department of 
Labor through a nationwide network of state 
employment offices reaching into every rural 
and urban area. 

The proposal has similar impli-cations with 
re<SipeC't to section 214 of the Immigra.tion 
and Nationality Act which deals with the 
admission of nonimmigrant aliens for tem
porary employment. 

Additionally, it would create con!usion for 
the program authorized by the COngress in 
the Department of Labor supplemental ap
propriations bill which provides funds and 
authority for the Secretary of Labor to as
sure that, in connection with the admission 
of nonimmigrant alleDIS under the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act, domestic workers 
are given preference in employment. This 
bill was passed by the Senate on September 
7, 1965. 

Because of the general and ambiguous 
language it is not possible to ascertain at 
this time the full impact of this proposa.l. 
It is clear, however, that it cuts across the 
responsibility of the Departments of Justice, 
Agriculture, Interior, and Labor. 

I am aware tha.t this whole issue has been 
proposed for a study under the leadership of 
the Secretary of Agriculture. I would of 
course look forward to cooperating fully with 
such a study and the opportunity it would 
provide for a review of the present program. 

I am in full accord with the views ex
pressed that the adoption of this proposal 
would not serve the best interests of the 
various programs within the scope of the 
proposed reorganization. 

Sincerely, 
W. WILLARD WmTz, 

Secretary of Labor. 

At this time I should like also to quote 
from a leMier from the .Aittorney General. 

The Attorney General stated: 
The Department of Justice urges the dele

tion of this provision from the agriculture 
bill because it conflicts with. the responsibil
llties of this Department in admini&tertng 
the immigration laws both as they now exist 
and, depending on the timing of enactment, 
as they would be amended by the pending 
immigration bill, H.R. 2580, which passed 
the House on August 25. The provision in 
question would supersede the present func-

tions of the Attorney General, and of other 
Government agencies, such as the Depart
ment of Labor, with which this Department 
consults regarding the admission of tempo
rary agriculture labor under section 214(c) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act. As 
to aliens who are prospective immigrants and 
who contemplate agricultural employment, 
the provision conflicts with section 212(a) 
(14) of that ·act and with several portions of 
the pending immigration bill. These include 
(a) section 3 of the immigrS~tion bill, con
taining ·an amended section 203 (a) ( 6) of the 
Immigrrut.ion and Nationality Act establish
ing preferences for needed lesser skills, (b) 
section 10 of the bill, containing an amended 
section 212-(a) (14) of the act prescribing 
clearences by the Secretary of Labor . which 
affect th.e ,adm.issd,billty of various classes of 
aliens, and (c) portions of the bill otted in 
section 10 thereof which chiefly affect so
called special and nonpreference immigrants. 
These are important parts of the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a verbatim copy 

· of the Attorney General's letter. The 
Seoretary of Agriculture is also opposed 
to this provision. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D.C., September 9, 1965. 

Hon. Ross BASS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BASS: This is in respOnse to 
your request for my comments on section 
706 of the agriculture bill, S. 1702, as reported 
by the Senate Agriculture Committee. This 
section would vest in the Secretary of Agri
culture the power to make determinations 
binding on the rest of the Government as to 
the need for and availability of economic re
sources, including labor. for use in agricul
tural production. 

The Department of Justice urges the dele
tion of this provision from the agriculture bill 
because it conflicts with the responsibilities 
of this Department in administering the im
migration laws, both as they now exist and, 
depending on the timing of enactment, as 
they would be amended by the pending im
migration bill, H.R. 2580, which passed the 
House on August 25. The provision in ques
tion would supersede the present functions 
of the Attorney General, and of other govern
ment agencies, such as the Department of 
Labor, with which this Department consults 
regarding the admission of temporary agri
cultural labor under section 214(c) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. As to 
aliens who are prospective immigrants and 
who contemplate agricultural employment, 
the provision conflicts with section 212 (a) 
( 14) of that act and with several portions 
of the pending immigration bill. These in
clude (a) section 3 of the immigration bill, 
containing an amended section 203(a) (6) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act estab
lishing preferences for needed lesser skills, 
(b) section 10 of the bill, containing an 
amended section 212(a) (14) of the act pre
scribing clearances by the Secretary of Labor 
which affect the admissibility of various 
classes of aliens, and (c) portions of the bW 
cited in section 10 thereof which chiefly affect 
so-called special and nonpreference immi
grants. These are important parts of the 
bill. 

Apart from its impact on tminlgration, I 
am informed that section 706 of the agri
culture bill is likely to have drastic and un
predictable effects on many other laws and 
programs. For instance, it might affect occu
pational deferments under Selective Service, 
assistance for education or manpower re· 
training pertaining to agriculure, and opera
tions of the U.S. Employment Service. So 
far as resources for agriculture other than 

labor are concerned, the amendment might 
affect the regulation and production of elec
tric power and other services, flood control 
and irrigation projects, the acquisition, 
leasing and disposal of public lands, financial 
assistance to agricultural and supporting 
enterprises, policies affecting chemical or 
other · materials used in agriculture, or pro
grams and regulations pertaining to trans
portation affecting agriculture. It is also 
possible that determinations under the 
amen~ent might supersede functions of the 
States pertaining to agriculture in ways not 
now contemplated. All of the foregoing 
could result in much administrative delay 
for numerous agencies, and in unnecessary 
litigation. 

For the foregoing reasons, I urge the dele
tion of section 706 from the agriculture bill. 

Sincerely, 
NICHOLAS DEB. KATZENBACH, 

Attorney General. 

Mr. BASS. These agencies, Mr. Pres
ident, are the agencies presently most 
intimately acquainted with the problems 
dealing with this subject. The Depart
ment of Agriculture has neither the 
facilities nor the expertise to handle this 
type pr9blem, involving the determina
tion that it does. The Justice Depart
ment's functions would be immeasurably 
complicated if this provision were en
acted into law. Even if the Senate 
should give consideration to enacting 
such a provision into law, then the 
proper context in which to consider it 
would be in the amendments to the Im
migration and Nationality Act, which 
are due to come before this body, as I 
stated previously, in the near future. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield at that 
point? 

Mr. BASS. I shall be happy to yield 
in a moment, if the Senator will let me 
finish my statement first. 

This provision, Mr. President, would 
be bad policy even if it were confined to 
the jurisdictions of the Secretaries of 
Labor and Agriculture. Are we to re
move from the jurisdiction of a Cabinet 
ofilcer certain areas and place these 
under the scrutiny of another Cabinet 
ofilcer simply bec,ause the first ofilce
holder has displeased a given group 
within this country? Many people at 
the present time are displeased with the 
actions of the National Labor Relations 
Committee. Are we to remove from this 
Board jurisdiction over the area in con
troversy and place it under the jurisdic
tion of the Secretary of Commerce? 
Many people, including myself, are very 
much disappointed in the assertion of 
authority by the Civil Aeronautics Board 
and the manner in which it exercises its 
jurisdiction. However, Mr. President, I 
have yet to come, and will not come, be
fore this body and advocate, simply be
cause I am displeased with this or any 
other Government agency, that we re
move all its jurisdiction and place it be
fore another agency with the expecta
tion that my views would be better pre
sented and my ends better accomplished 
there. If such be the case, then surely 
to say the least, complete internal gov
emmental chaos would be the result. 

I, therefore, ask this body to join me 
in voting against, and rejecting, this 
provision of the present bill. I urge 
Senators to vote for my amendment 
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which would strike this obnoxious lan
guage from the text of the bill. 

Mr. President, in the omnibus agricul
tural bill, this subject matter does not 
apply to any degree. There is no sec
tion of the bill which speaks . directly to 
the immigrant worker, or to the bracero 
program. Over a period of years, dur
ing my experience in Congress, this pro
gram has been dealt with separately. It 
has been considered a separate issue. 

I do not deny that there may be prob
lems involved in determining the neces
sity and the application of the entire 
program of braceros or immigrant work
ers in the United States. But this is 
superfluous matter in a very important 
piece of farm legislation which I hope 
will go a long way at least, to solve tem
porarily some of the agricultural prob
lems which exist in this Nation at this 
time. 

Therefore, I hope that this material, 
which is extraneous, and which does not 
deal with the major provisions of the 
bill, will be stricken from the proposed 
legislation. 

I hope that the proper comniittees of 
Congress will look at the problem, if there 
is a problem existing. If there is need 
for new legislation iii the field, I hope 
that it can be settled as a choice piece of 
legislation which has been the case of 
the historical legislation in this field 
over many years. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee has stated, the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
held hearings lasting 3 or 4 days dur
ing the early part of this year, in order 
to try to impress the Department of La
bor, as well as the Department of Agri
culture-in fact, the whole Nation-as 
to what was happening on the farms on 
which perishable crops had been planted 
in abundance, where the farmers were 
having a great deal of trouble obtaining 
sufficient labor to cope with the situa
tion of gathering the crops . . 

Mr. President, I fathered the Bracero 
Act long ago. Personally, I would not 
mind having that same act on the statute 
books now, but it was apparent when the 
last renewal was presented that we had 
no opportunity to have the act extended, 
even though Congress had seen fit to rele
gate the operation of the bracero pro
gram to stoop labor. 

Mr. President, the provision of the 
committee amendment is simple. All 
it seeks to do is to place the problem in 
the hands of the Department of Agri
culture and let it determine the neces
sity for importing labor. It does not 
mean that the Department of Agricul
ture itself would, in any way, take over 
administration of the laws relating to 
immigration. The Secretary of Agri
culture would make the findings as to the 
necessity for obtaining labor in order to 
save the crops. 

The hearings we had during the early 
part of this year showed that many 
farmers were not planting what they 
usually plant by way of perishable crops, 
because of the fact that they had no 
way to tell whether they would be able 
to obtain sufficient labor to gather the 
crops. 

As a result, I am informed-and I am 
sure that my good friend the Senator 
from California [Mr. MuRPHY]--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana has 
expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am sure that the 
Senator from California will be able to 
give a specific example of farmers who 
grew less. Some even moved to Mexico 
to grow crops which they could have eas
ily grown in California or other parts of 
the Southwestern United States. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that 
provision contained in the committee 
amendment would do . any harm. It 
would place authority in the proper place 
where an informed determination can 
be made. If a good showing can be made 
that the labor is needed, the laws now 
on the statute books can then be put into 
effect to provide the needed labor. That 
is what the laws have been put on the 
books to accomplish. 

I yield 30 minutes to the Senator from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, be
fore I begin my prepared remarks on the 
subject, let me say to my distinguished 
friend from Tennessee that he has ap
parently overlooked the important juris
diction of the Department of Agricul
ture. Periodically, several times a year, 
the Department gathers information on 
the work force. It publishes reports, al
most as big as books, on work force 
statistics. I have in my hand report No. 
76, which is entitled "The Hired Farm 
Working Force of 1963, With Supple
mentary Data for 1962." 

This is only one of numerous publica
tions in the field. So the Department of 
Agriculture does keep up with the labor 
supply. It does have the expertise. It 
does have information in that field. It 
is by reason of the trouble to which the 
Secretary of Labor has led, not only in 
this matter but others, that we think 
the Department of Agriculture has to be 
given the authority to prescribe how 
much labor is needed, at any particular 
time during the season, and have the 
responsibility of issuing reports, both 
ahead of time and during the season, as 
to what crops are to be expected, what 
the condit.ions are, and the like. ~t can 
obtain that information from sources 
and information available to it. So 
there is no particular problem in that 
connection. 

Only this morning I conferred with 
the Secretary of Agriculture. He tells 
me there is no doubt about their having 
the information, records, expertise, and 

personnel in the field to acquire the in
formation. There is no difficulty in de
termining what force is nee.ded and what 
can be used. The Department has in the 
field county agents and their staffs. The 
Department has the ASC committees. It 
has the crop reporting service. It has 
the crop insurance division and various 
other divisions on the job checking on 
these matters. It can do all that work. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad to 
yield in a moment. I am impressed by 
the fact that the Senator from Ten
nessee does not have a letter from the 
Secretary of Agriculture. He personally 
stated to me this morning that the De
partment has sufficient machinery to 
obtain the facts. As a matter of fact; 
the Department does so, as shown in the 
exhibit to which I have just referred. 

Now I am glad to yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. BASS. First of all, I am advised 
by the Secretary of Agriculture's assist
ant that he opposes this section of the 
bill. I do not personally have a letter 
from him, but we might attempt to get 
one if we have time. Of course, the 
Secretary of Agriculture has the exper
tise and the facilities to determine how 
much agricultural labor is available in 
an area and how much is needed in the 
production of the crops. But my friend 
from Florida knows that we are not 
talking about agricultural labor, because 
if this work could be done with agricul
tural labor, there would be no contro
versy. 

What we are talking about is part
time employees that have to be recruited 
from the nonagricultural labor force in 
the Nation at a given time. In' order to 
recruit these workers, somebody has to 
know about the availability and the wage 
scales involved in paying the bill. The 
Secretary of Agriculture, in all the re
ports he may have issued, has never had 
such information. He does not have the 
information and he cannot know about 
the nonagricultural labor force which 
must be known if domestic nonimmi
grant workers are to be given the oppor
tunity of doing the work. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I say to the Senator 
from Tennessee that, insofar as wages 
are concerned, we do not attempt to 
confer any authority at all on the Sec
retary of Agriculture. We have never 
conferred it on the Secretary of Labor. 
One source of the trouble that has con
cerned some of us is that he has as
sumed unto himself authority which has 
been withheld by Congress. Every time 
a labor bill has been considered in the 
19 years I have been a Member of the 
Senate, and I am sure before that, there 
have been attempts to have agricultural 
wages included in a wage and hour bill. 
Every time that has been attempted 
while I have been a Member of the Sen
ate, the Senate has voted such a provi
sion down. The House has voted such a 
provision down. That authority has 
never been given by Congress. Yet the 
Secretary of Labor has blithely assumed 
this authority. Because of his advisory 
capacity, we cannot reach him through 
the courts, about which I shall have 
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something to say later. He has set a 
minimum labor charge in various States 
which exceeds the minimum labor wage 
for industry which has been prescribed 
by act of Congress. Notwithstanding 
that Congress has refused to prescribe 
that authority for the Secretary, he has 
prescribed a larger labor charge as a 
condition to giving certification for let
ting workers come in from Canada, the 
British West Indies, or Mexico. 

The fact of the matter is that wages 
have nothing to do with our amendment, 
nor does it have to do with the matter of 
cutting down the power of the Secretary 

·of Labor to carry on a recruitment pro
gram. 

We tried to provide additional sums 
this year to enable him to do a better 
job in the field, but after he has done 
all he can do by his efforts in the re
cruitment of labor for the industry, we 
want the Secretary of Agriculture to be 
able to say, "This is how much is avail
able against such a need," and to say it 
in such a way that it can be relied on in 
the courts and by the Attorney General, 
through the Commissioner of Immigra
tion, and that it will give some depend
able information and relief to the indus
try which has been so badly hurt by the 
intransigence of the present Secretary of 
Labor. 

We did not have this trouble under 
Secretary Goldberg. He was a reason
able man. He used commonsense in this 
field. I am sorry we have not had a 
demonstration of it by the present Sec
retary. We did not have such a situa
tion under the late Secretary Mitchell. 
We had no trouble there. It is only 
since we have had this idealistic, evan
gelistic Secretary of Labor, who thinks 
he has authority to set wages-

Mr.BASS. Now,now--
Mr. HOLLAND. And who thinks he 

has authority to do other things which 
we regret, and who says he is not bound 
in court by these decisions and cannot 
be held accountable for them-it is only 
since we have had such a Secretary of 
Labor that we have had these troubles. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall yield in a 
moment. 

We are not trying to deal with the 
problem fully, but in one field only, in 
which we can deal with it effectively, and 
that is to give the Secretary of Agricul
ture authority to say, "So many workers 
are needed to handle this particular 
vegetable or fruit crop because our esti
mates are that so much will be needed 
this year." 

To say we need more and that we do 
not have that large a number, the Secre
tary of Labor has not been able to pro
duce them. We do not have available 
the labor force which we are seeking. 
We believe the Secretary of Agriculture 
is peculiarly and uniquely qualified to 
make that determination, and it is for 
that reason that we would impose this 
duty upon him. 

Mr. BASS. To say that this problem 
has come about since the present Secre
tary of Labor has been in office is cer
tainly snatching in air because, as the 

Senator well knows, this problem has 
existed for many years. 

The problem, perhaps, has been mag
nified because Congress determined that 
the bracero program was bad and voted it 
out of existence. The Secretary of Labor 
then tried, as best as he could, to help 
the people who needed some assistance. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BASS. I have heard them come 
before my committee, both in the House 
and in the Senate, during my terms 
since I first came to Congress as a young 
lad, knowing that this problem existed. 
It has been magnified. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? . 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, who 
has the :fioor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida has the :fioor. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am thoroughly 
familiar with the matters which the Sen
ator mentioned. I served with the com
mittee which drafted the bracero act. It 
did not come from the Committee on the 
Judiciary. It came from the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry. I am 
familiar with the inception of this pro
gram. Mexico said it would not tolerate 
that kind of condition and asked for con
sultation which would be incorporated in 
the new bill, which was done. I am fa.
miliar with every step of the controversy. 

I represent one of the two States most 
affected by the present arbitrary actions 
of the Secretary of Labor. 

We produce more perishable crops-
not as many as the Golden Sta.te, but we 
produce a billion dollars of produce a 
year. I know how badly we have been 
hurt this year and I am trying to take 
steps under which relief can be had. I 
am glad the distinguished Senator was 
fair, as he always is. I announced to 
the committee that I expected to offer 
this amendment, and the reason I did. 
I did it so there can be no question of 
surprise. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, will the 
Senatqr yield for one more statement? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. BASS. I want it understood that 

the Senate is not saying there is not a 
shortage of labor in certain areas in the 
State of Florida or the State O·f Tennes
see. 
, Mr. HOLLAND. What is the Senate 
doing to correct that? 

Mr. BASS. The Senator from Ten
nessee believes there is adequate labor · 
in the United States if the recruitment 
program is properly administered, for 
domestic labor, instead of taking peo
ple who want to come across the border. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
SenS~tor yield? 

Mr. BASS. · I wish to make one more 
statement. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to have the :fioor, please. I have 
asked several times. 

There is confusion here that I would 
like to straighten out. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sena
tor from California, after the Senator 
from Tennessee, has exhausted his re
marks. 

Mr. BASS. I wish to make one state
ment. When I voted against the bra
cero program in the House of Represent
atives I said that one of the great fal
lacies and one of the things which should 
be worked out in the program, was that 
no immigrant labor should be brought 
into the United States to produce crops 
that were in surplus in which we had 
acreage quotas. The small farmers in 
Tennessee want the privilege of raising 
crops, the labor is available, and they 
have the members of immediate families 
working on the farm. That is the reason 
why the Senator from Tennessee says the 
labor problems can be well taken care 
of and should be in the hands of the 
Department of Labor because we have 
not had the proper treatment. 

We could not justify any vote in the 
Congress by saying we allowed immi
grant workers to come in. Farmers in 
Tennessee have families to feed and 
want to produce crops. 

This Senator will never vote that way. 
Mr. HOLLAND. With respect to that, 

when we get further along we can pool 
time. I have been assured by the ma
jority leader that we can have time on 
the bill. The Senator has been gracious 
in yielding to me. I do not want to have 
time problems when we are through. 
I am glad that the distinguished Sena
tor from California made his gallant 
fight to keep in business thousands of 
people who are producing perishable 
commodities in his State. Some have 
already been run out of business by the 
treatment they have had from the pres
ent Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. I would like to address 
the Senator from Tennessee. When I 
came to the Senate I found great con
fusion about this matter. 

The Senator from Tennessee made a 
wonderful case, as have other Senators 
with regard to handling the problem: 
He suggests that perhaps because the 
Government arrangements are too com
plicated and that we have to leave it 
alone while farmers in my State go out 
of business. I do not believe he meant 
to say that. He mentioned wetbacks. 

I shall submit in my formal state
ment, which I shall make later, evidence 
that the wetback problem is back with 
us again because the operation has not 
been properly handled. 

The Senator talks in terms of surplus 
crops giving the impression that these 
are crops supported by Government 
subsidy. 

I am not speaking of Government
supported crops. I am speaking of crops 
grown by the small farmer in coopera
tives, that have done so successively. 
It is the largest indl,Jstry in my State. 
They are about to be completely ruined. 
Farms which have been operating suc
cessfully for 35 to 50 years are going 
broke because the Secretary of Labor 
has taken an arbitrary position. He is 
not listening to reason. 

Much has been said about machinery 
that was necessary to obtain informa
tion. I suggest that the machinery 
exists. 

There was State and Federal ma
chinery. What did the Secretary of 
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Labor do? He appointed three college 
professors as experts to advise him on 
the number of bracero workers that 
were needed. They come in, pick and 
harvest, and never amount to more than 
10 percent of the work force. Without 
them the Nation's work force will suffer. 
The Teamsters are suffering now. Other 
unions will suffer. This is the reason I 
may become a little emotional. I have 
lived with this problem for 2 years. 

If the Senator from Tennessee will 
forgive me, I, too, have known about the 
problem for 20 years. The Secretary has 
taken the word of three professors about 
the number of workers needed on farms 
and arbitrarily cut it in half. The Sec
retary of Labor is a busy man, with dock 
strikes and steel strikes, and he has had 
too many problems to take care of this 
one. 

The crops of our Naltion must be picked 
when ready. That is why I join the 
Senator from Florida. I hope this can 
be transferred to the Secretary of Agri
culture. I hope we can devise a good 
working program to get them by next 
year. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
I will now proceed on my prepared re
marks. 

Mr. President, in strongly opposing 
the pending motion of the Senator from 
Tennessee to strike section 706 of the 
pending farm bill I would like to discuss, 
in some detail, the meaning and objec
tives of said section 706. 

On several occasions during the past 
9 months, joined by many other Sena
tors, I have called the attention of the 
Senate to the very serious farm labor 
problem facing major parts of American 
agriculture. The problem has, of course, 
arisen from the fact that many farmers 
producing perishable crops have been 
unable to obtain needed workers to meet 
their requirements. 

Section 706 of the pending bill should 
go a long way toward remedying what 
has been a chaotic situation. It is 
designed to give specific responsibility to 
the Secretary of Agriculture for finding 
facts and making certain determinations 
regarding the need for and availability 
of workers at the time and place they 
are needed to produce and harvest the 
Nation's crops. 

This is essential because there have 
been too many instances this year where 
workers alleged to have been available by 
the Department of Labor have been 
either nonexistent, or were unable, or 
unwilling to do the jobs for which they 
were hired. This has - resulted in sub
stantial costs and losses to many 
farmers. Large sums have been ex
pended in often futile recruitment ef
forts. Significant losses have occurred 
in many perishable crops because of 
farmers' inability to harvest at maturity. 
Other crops were not planted, or plant
ings were reduced, because of legitimate 
fears of labor shortages. Several farm
ers have simply abandoned acreage as a 
result of too few farmhands. Some 
farmers have moved their operations to 
other countries. These crop losses sus
tained by the producers also result in 
higher consumer prices, in certain in
stances. 

It is not necessary to review in detail 
these distressing past events. They were 
covered in thorough hearings held before 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry on January 15 and 16 of this 
year and shown by a printed hearing rec
ord of 369 pages available to all Sena
tors. They were documented in discus
sions on the floor of the Senate on Feb
ruary 18, February 25, March 9, May 12, 
and again on June 30. 

It has been only after the greatest ef
forts on the part of individual Members 
of the Senate and House with the execu
tive branch, sometimes with the Presi
dent himself, that we have been able to 
obtain relief at all. And this relief has 
been frequently too little and too late. 

This problem is made much more dif
ficult because presently there is no sta
tutory duty on anyone o'ther than the 
Attorney General to obtain the facts and 
make the determinations necessary to 
support proper conclusions. The Attor
ney General, however, does not have the 
facilities to determine the facts on which 
his decisions must be based. He must 
look elsewhere. And the person who 
makes the findings of fact should be re
sponsible therefor. By placing the re
sponsibility on the Secretary of Agricul
ture to determine the facts, and making 
his findings binding on other Federal 
agencies, this amendment will prevent 
arbitrary or capricious actions and will 
allow such actions to be tested in the 
courts. 

At the present time, as was indicated 
in the Court's decision in the Florida 
case of Chase Glades Farms v. Wirtz 
<No. 65-86-0rl.-Civ.) arbitrary and ca
pricious acts on the part of the Secretary 
of Labor or his failure to act cannot be 
tested because he is performing only an 
advisory function not directed by law. 

On May 5, 1965, 10 Florida celery 
growers filed an action to restrain and 
enjoin the Secretary of Labor from re
fusing to extend the certification for cel
ery cutt~rs from April 30 to June 15, 
1965 to permit foreign agricultural work
ers holding temporary visas as supple
mentary agricultural workers under the 
provisions of section 101 (a) <15) (H) (ii) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
to continue to perform the operation of 
cutting celery until May 31 as to some 
of them, and until June 15, as to other~ 
Chase Glades Farms v. Wirtz, No. 65-86-
0rl.-Civ. The complaint alleged that 
the Bureau of Employment Security of 
the Department of Labor had arbitrarily 
and capriciously refused to extend its 
clearance order or certification for the 
use of this labor beyond April 30, 1965, 
and that irreparable losses of the celery 
crop would be sustained if the supple
mental workers were not permitted to 
continue to cut celery. A restraining 
order and injunction was also requested 
against the Attorney General and the 
Commissioner of Immigration and Nat
uralization from deporting the workers. 

The gist of the cast is well stated in the 
following paragraph from the opinion of 
the trial court: 

The refusal of the Secretary of Labor to ex
tend the certification for celery cutters from 
April 30 to June 15, 1965, is the crux of the 
plainttlf's case. Plaintifrs are all celery 
growers in the Okeechobee area of Florida 

and are each a beneficiary of the Florida 
Fruit and Vegetable Association's contract 
for off-shore workers. 

In the argument to the court with re
spect to the issuance of a temporary re
straining order counsel for the Secretary 
of Labor and the Attorney General con
tended that the Secretary of Labor is 
vested with no authority whatsoever to 
determine whether any laborer should 
be admitted on a nonimmigrant status 
or whether having been admitted his stay 
should be continued, and that the Secre
tary of Labor acts only in an advisory 
capacity to the Attorney General. 

Mr. President, because of the failure 
to adduce in court evidence of the ex
treme hardships that have been endured, 
the great farm organizations of this 
country have come out strongly for tak
ing care of this matter. I have received 
a telegram from Mr. Bernard J. Imming, 
secretary of the United Fresh Fruit & 
Vegetable Association. I ask unanimous 
consent that his telegram be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD. 
as follows: 

WASWNGTON, D.C., 
September 13, 1965-

Hon. Sl>ESSARD HoLLAND, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O.: 

We support section 706 of farm bill. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture has necessary fa
cillties to make specific findings of fact which 
should be extremely helpfUl to U.S. Depart
ment of Labor and Attorney General in as
suring adequate supplies badly needed sup
plemental farmworkers. 

BERNARD J. IMMING, 
Secretary, United Fresh Fruit & Vege

table Association. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, Mr. 
Imming's telegram makes it quite clear 
that we are not trying to knock the Sec
retary of Labor out of business and are 
not trying to displace the Commissioner 
of Immigration. To the contrary, we 
are trying to help them to do a difficult 
job which they have not been able to do 
well under the present setup because the 
Secretary of Labor has stymied the whole 
process. 

I have also received a telegram from 
Mr. Charles B. Shuman, president of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. I 
ask unanimous consent that his telegram 
be printed at this point in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
September 13, 1965. 

Hon. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O.: 

The American Farm Bureau Federation 
board of directors, now in session, endorses 
your proposed amendment to authorize the 
Secretary of AgricUlture to determine farm 
labor needs as the basis for the admission 
of supplemental foreign farmworkers. The 
Department of Agriculture has the statis
tical field force fam111ar with the labor needs 
of farmers to provide reliable and helpful 
data for this purpose. 

CHARLES B. SHUMAN, 
President, 

American Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, an
other telegram, a copy of which I have 
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received, is from Kenneth D. Naden, 
executive vice president of the National 
Council of Farmer Cooperatives. I ask 
1manimous consent that his telegram be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tele
gram was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF 
FARMER COOPERATIVES. 

Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 
Senate Majority Leader. 
Hon. EvERETT M. DIRKSEN, 
Senate Minority Leader. 
Hon. RUSSELL LoNG, 
U.S. Senate. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Members of National Council of Farmer 
Cooperatives strongly support Holland 
amendment, section 706 to farm bill (H.R. 
9811) being considered today. Amendment 
essential because of skillful field staff and 
unique knowledge of Secretary of Agricul
ture of resources required for effective and 
efficient production of farm products. Time
liness in production and harvesting of farm 
products necessary to maintain quality, pre
vent waste, and support farm income as well 
as protect consumers. 

KENNETH D. NADEN, 
Executive Vice President. 

Copy to Senator SPESSARD L. HOLLAND. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish 
to emphasize one sentence of Mr. Naden's 
telegram: 

Amendment essential because of skillful 
field staff and unique knowledge of Secretary 
of Agriculture of resources required for ef
fective and efficient production of farm 
products. 

Mr. President, I have also received 
a fine letter from Herschel D. Newsom, 
national master of the National Grange, 
which I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NATIONAL GRANGE, 
Washington, D.C., September 13, 1965. 

Hon. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HOLLAND: The National 
Grange strongly supports section 706 of H.R. 
9811, the farm bill now pending before the 
Senate. 

The matter of having the necessary num
ber of farmworkers who are capable of per
forming the arduous tasks involved in the 
produotion and harvesting of the N81tion's 
agricultural crops is vital to farmers, con
sumers and to our national well-being. 

There is no question but that Americ·an 
agriculture gives fi,rst preference to the em
ployment of qualified Americans but experi
ence has demonstrated time and ag.ain that 
there are periods of time when supplemental 
farmworkers are needed. When these con
ditions exist this need must be met. There 
mus•t be an orderly and certain procedure 
whereby the essential facts can be ascer
tained and whereby the needed supplemen
tal workers may be admitted for temporary 
~ploymerut wlthO'UJt farmers bedng sub
jected to inordinate and unreasonable re
quirements and without needless delays oc
casioned by bureaucratic experimentations. 

The Immigration and Nationality Act spe
cifically authorizes the admission of farm
workers whenever the need ex.lsts. The pres
ent procedure, however, of depending upon 
the Secretary of Labor to obtain and supply 
the facts has proven to be a complete failure. 
The Department of La,bor obviously is not 

qualified, as is the Department of Agricul
ture, to deterinine the needs, ava.llability, 
and OSJpability of persons in the areas of em
ployment to perform the different kinds of 
farmwork, or the urgent necessities of hav
ing the work performed 81t particular times. 
Through the facilities of the U.S. Employ
ment Service the Department of Labor can 
and should xnake known and assist any pros
pective farmworkers to find jobs--just as it 
does workers seeking any other kind of em
ployment activity-but the test of whether 
they will make themselves available and 
whether they are capable of performing agri
cultural fieldwork is something in which the 
Department of Labor does not have expertise 
comparable to tha:t of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The need for supplemental farmworkers 
has been particularly acute this year from 
Maine to Oalifornia because of policy changes 
not directed by law inaugurated by the De
partment of Labor. Farmers have been sub
jected to excessive and unreasonable require
ments and even then agricultural needs have 
not been met. The National Grange believes 
that the time 1s now at hand for the Con
gress to provide a way for their agricuLtural 
needs to be deterinined and transmitted to 
the Attorney General. 

There can be no doubt that the Depart
ment of Agriculture has the fac1lities and 
ca.pabilLties of making the deterinina.tions 
required under section 706. This fact, of 
course, is rather obvious. when one consid.ers 
that there are county agents and county 
committees dealing daily with agricuLtural 
matters in almost every county in the UnLted 
St81tes. 

I am at loss to understand why anyone 
would object to having the Secretary of Agri
cul tur~ specifically charged by the Con.gress 
with the responsibilLty for ascertaining facts 
and for making determinations which are 
peculiarly within his competence. It is 
clear that the necessary facts which are es
sential to prompt deterininations so that 
agricul1tura1 needs can be met have either 
not been obtained or they have been ignored. 
This should be corrected and we believe sec
tion 706 will be helpful. 

We, therefore, hope that the Senate will 
retain section 706 in the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERSCHEL D. NEWSOM, 

National Master. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish 
to read for emphasis two parts of Mr. 
Newsom's letter. 

The Immigration and Nationality Act 
specifically authorizes the admission of farm
workers whenever the need exists. The 
present procedure, however, of depending 
upon the Secretary of Labor to obtain and 
supply the facts has proven to be a complete 
failure. The Department of Labor obviously 
is not qualified, as is the Department of 
Agriculture, to determine the needs, avail
ability and capab111ty of persons in the areas 
of employment to perform the different kinds 
of farmwork, or the urgent necessities of 
having the work performed at particular 
times. · 

I now read the last paragraph of Mr. 
Newsom's letter: 

I am at a loss to understand why anyone 
would object ·to having the Secretary of 
Agriculture specifically charged by the Con
gress with the responsibility for ascertaining 
facts and for making determinations which 
are peculiarly within his competence. It is 
clear that the necessary facts which are es
sential to prompt determinations so that 
agricultural needs can be met have either 
not been obtained or they have been ignored. 
This should be corrected and we believe sec
tion 706 will be helpful. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent tbat I may yield to the distinguished 

junior Senator from Tennessee for the 
purpose of enabling him to ask for the 
yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, on the 
pending amendment, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BASS. I thank the Senator from 

Florida for yielding. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, in 

refusing the temporary restraining order 
as requested, the court said: 

This court concludes that under the law 
• • • the Secretary of Labor, his subordi
nates and the agencies of the Department 
of Labor are not vested with any authority 
to grant or deny the admission or the con
tinuance in this country of any nonimmi
grant laborer. Because of that, the deter
minations made by the Secretary of Labor 
1n connection with such matters are solely 
advisory and can be accepted or rejected by 
the Attorney General in the exercise of his 
statutory authority on this subject. The 
giving of such advice is not subject to 
injunctions. 

The growers are helpless. They have 
no place to go, the court said. I think 
the court was correct in that. I under
stand that two courts in California ruled 
in the same way. I have not seen those 
decisions, but the courts have held that 
the growers are without legal remedy. Is 
that American? Is that the way in which 
we are supposed to conduct important 
businesses in which the citizens of our 
Nation have money invested for the pur
pose of feeding people? I do not believe 
it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 30 
minutes of the Senator have expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 15 additional minutes to the Sena
tor from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 
an additional 15 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, short
ly after the issuance of the court decree 
in this case the Attorney General rejected 
the finding of the Secretary of Labor and · 
ordered an extension of time for the off
shore celery cutters involved in that suit. 
For this relief we are indebted to the At
torney General and to the President. 

Mr. President, it is an unfortunate sit
uation when the growers must go to the 
President. That is what we had to do in 
order to get relief when, at midnight of 
that day, the workers were supposed to 
be ejected from the country. The Presi
dent called the Attorney General and told 
him to keep the workers in the countrY 
so that they could do this important work 
in harvesting perishable crops. 

This problem will continue until a pro
cedure for fixing such responsibility is 
established. And it is the purpose of our 
section 706 of the pending bill to provide 
just such a system. Under section 706 
the Secretary of Agriculture will be desig
nated as the appropriate ofHcial to as
certain agriculture's requirements for 
farmworkers and their availability and 
to make these findings known to appro
priate agencies of Government. 

Is this provision needed? To me the 
answer is definitely "yes." 
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Until recent years, supplemental farm 
labor programs worked smoothly and 
reasonably well although persistent ef
forts were made to use them as vehicles 
for achieving purposes never intended by 
Congress. Beginning this year, however, 
the Secretary of Labor made a sharp 
change in his policies and procedures in 
connection with issuing clearance orders 
for workers. He has imposed numerous 
onerous requirements as a condition to 
presenting a petition for workers to the 
Commissioner of Immigration. Just to 
cite one, he has required the payment 
of a minimum wage in several States, in 
excess of that established by Congress 
for industry. This has never been au
thorized by Congress, and in fact, agri
culture has been expressly exempt from 
the Wage and Hour Act. 

Not only have farmers been saddled 
with extremely burdensome regulations, 
but the Secretary of Labor has taken the 
position that foreign, supplemental, agri
cultural labor should be excluded. He 
attempted to support this position by the 
strange theory that the Congress by not 
extending his authority under Public 
Law 78, under which Mexican nationals 
formerly entered this country, somehow 
nullified the provisions of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act-Public Law 
414-authorizing the importation of 
needed workers. 

The Department of Labor has con
sistently misconstrued congressional in
tent with respect to supplemental labor 
programs. It has constantly maintained 
that Congress intended, by not extend
ing Public Law 78; to discontinue mak
ing available supplemental agricultural 
labor to American farmers under other 
law provided for that purpose, which law 
is still on the boolt:s. 

In his statement covering his Decem
ber 19, 1964 regulations, the Secretary of 
Labor said with respect to the action of 
the 88th Congress in extending Public 
Law 78 to the end of 1964: 

The users of braceros were put on notice 
that this supply of foreign la,bor was, by Con
gress' decision, to be cut oft'. 

He further declared in the same state
ment that the issuance of the December 
19 regulations under the immigration 
law "does not imply that there will be 
any large-scale use of foreign workers in 
the future. To the contrary, it is ex
pected that such use will be very greatly 
reduced and, hopefully, eliminated." 

Subsequently, during the hearings be
fore the Senate Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry on January 15 and 16, 
1965, Mr. Wirtz attributing to Congress 
an intent to nullify the Immigration and 
Nationality Act said on page 66 of the 
hearings: 

Or in short, Congress stopped this law 
(Public Law 78) and the rest of the legal 
point is that it will not be reinstated by ad
ministrative action through the back door. 

I presume he was speaking of the im
migration law in his reference to "the 
back door." 

Later in his testimony following rather 
intensive questioning he did admit that 
the provisions of the Immigration Act 
clearly authorized the admission of sup-

plemental farm workers and could be 
used for that purpose. 

Notwithstanding this admission, the 
Department of Labor persists in con
tending that Congress intended to cut
off needed supplies of supplemental farm 
workers. 

On August 22, the regional adminis
trator of the U.S. Employment Service, 
Ernest Marbury, according to a United 
Press release, said: 

The Department of La,bor's action was in 
accord witih. congressional directives in an 
effort to eliminrute the mass importation of 
foreign agricultural workers. 

The action referred to was tne ap
proval of 600 British West Indians to cut 
sugarcane in Florida for 2 months. This 
was permitted only after extraordinary 
and intensive recruitment failed to turn 
up domestic workers. 

I wish I had tinie to tell about the ab
surd requirements of the Department of 
Labor. We had to recruit labor in Ala
bama, Louisiana, Tennessee, Georgia, 
and all across the east coast. Then we 
were sent to Puerto Rico to recruit labor, 
in spite of the fact that the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico would not permit 
its workers to come to the States south 
of the Mason-Dixon line. The amount 
of the expenditure was enormous. 

Every Secretary of Labor before this 
one has known and found that domestic 
people will not get on their knees in the 
muck fields with machetes and cut cane, 
as is required. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. ' Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, where 

did the 600 workers come from? 
Mr. HOLLAND. They came from 

Jamaica. 
Mr. LA.USCHE. Under what law? 
Mr. HOLLAND. Under the immigra

tion law, Public Law 414. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. They came here for 

what period of time? 
Mr. HOLLAND. They came here for 

the sugarcane planting season, a period 
of approximately 2 months. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What will happen 
after they serve their 2 months here? 

Mr. HOLLAND. They will go back to 
Jamaica. 

The Secretary applied the same con
ditions with reference to our harvesting 
labor. We were told in San Juan that 
they would not permit any of the few 
who were qualified to do this work to 
come and assist in the harvesting. Our 
harvesting season happens to be the 
same as theirs, and they harvest in the 
same way that we do. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, when
ever workers are brought to our country 
under the immigration law, they are 
brought in for the purpose of serving in 
an emergency, and when the emergency 
is over, they are sent back to the country 
from which they came. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor
rect. A bond must be put up before the 
workers are brought 1n, to guarantee 
against their remaining here. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. ·Mr. President, that 
would mean that they do not remain 

here as a permanent, competitive labor 
force. · 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor
rect. 

The clearest possible showing of the 
intention of the Department of Labor is 
shown in its justification to Congress of 
its request for additional appropriations 
to enlarge its recruiting pr.ogram. I 
quote from such justification, as filed 
with the Senate Committee on Appro
priations, the following statement of the 
Department of Labor: 

The task is now expected to be rendered 
singularly more difficult, since it will be di
rected toward the complete transition from 
foreign to domestic labor. 

The contention that Congress intended 
to nullify the authority to admit supple
mental workers under the immigration 
law is completely at variance with the 
fact and every official of the Department 
of Labor should know this is the case. 

In the debates on the most recent ex
tension of Public Law 78 in 1963, the 
point was made over and over that Public 
Law 414, the Immigration and National
ity Act, was in no way affected by limit
ing the extension of Public Law 78 to 
December 31, 1964, only. I discussed this 
at great length on the Senate floor on 
June 30 of this year. At that time I in
serted in the RECORD colloquies between 
Senator McCARTHY and Senator PRox
MIRE and myself which took place on 
May 15, 1963, on this subject. 

I quote them again for emphasis: 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. President, Will the Sen

ator yield? 
Mr. HoLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator explain 

who in the opposition does not understand 
about Public Law 414? 

Mr. HoLLAND. Does the Senator from Min
nesota mean that he understands that thou
sands come in every year from Mexico? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I certainly do. 
Mr. HoLLAND. I withdraw my statement as 

to the Senator from Minnesota. I do not 
withwaw it as to some other Senators. 

Mr. PRoxMmE. Mr. President, I hope the 
Senator will withdraw it so far as the Senator 
from Wisconsin is concerned. I am thor
oughly aware of the situation and have been 
for some time. I also know that the Labor 
Department has cracked down on the pro
gram very stringently. The Labor Depart
ment is now following a policy far different 
from that past policy. The expectation Is 
that the number of Mexicans who will come 
into the country in the future under Public 
Law 414 will not reflect any diminution in 
the number that would come in under Public 
Law 78. 

Mr. HoLLAND. I wonder if the Senator 
agrees with the statement of Mr. Henning, 
Under Secretary of Labor, when he said that 
Public Law 78 is a better law than Public 
Law 414. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree that Mr. Henning 
made that statement. 

Mr. HoLLAND. Does the Senator agree with 
the conclusion? 

Mr .. PRoXMmE. In answer to the statement 
of the Senator from Florida, in the first 
place, I would like to eliminate Public Law 
78. Then it would be possible, under present 
policies which have been followed by the 
Department of Labor since June of this year, 
to limit the number coming in under Public 
Law 414, to provide for the legitimate need 
for additional Mexican workers. 

This shows that it is not only a recog
nized fact that the immigration law was 
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.still in force, but also that it would still 
be used. 

This is what the able Senator from 
Wisconsin said: 

The expectation is that the number of 
Mexicans who will come into the country in 
the future under Public Law 414 will notre
:fiect any diminution in the number who 
-come in under Public Law 78. 

That was the Bracero Act. 
These exchanges on the Senate floor 

.clearly show that there was no intention 
<On the part of the Congress to stop needed 
supplies of supplemental farmworkers 
and that it was well understood that the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Public 
Law 414, was then available and would 
remain available after the expiration of 
Public Law 78 for the importation of sup· 
plemental farmworkers. 

Mr. President, the Secretary appears 
to think that the unemployed domestic 
workers of our country might be good 
-orange pickers in Florida or good apple 
pickers in Virginia. 

I am glad to see on the floor the distin
guished Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRnl. Virginia is a State which needs 
apple pickers. Florida needs orange 
pickers. 

We find that only a small percentage 
of the labor force is willing to climb 
1adders, and only a small percentage of 
the workers become proficient in picking 
the fruit from the trees. 

The Secretary also argues that no sup
plementary workers should be permitted 
to enter the country because of the do
mestic unemployment problem. 

If the Secretary were to find that their 
.coming into our country was adverse, and 
be were to file an affidavit to that ef
fect, that would control. However, he 
cannot supply information upon which 
depends our chance of obtaining work
ers when we need them. If we do not 
get them, we shall suffer 'the great losses 
·which we have suffered this year. 

In disregard of recognized fac·ts, he 
· forced growers to undertake fruitless, but 

expensive, recruitment activities. In ad· 
dition, he launched a special program to 
get the unemployed ·to accept farm work. 
'This was done at great expense to tax
payers and the results were negligible. 

Thus we have a situation where the 
Secretary of Labor departed from judg· 
ments based on factual needs of agri· 
.culture. Instead he substituted for fac
tual findings, his own predilections and 
-assumptions. 

These actions have deprived agricul
ture of its opportunity to exercise its 
rights under the law to obtain needed 
.supplemental workers. 

lt is this type of action to which every
one should take exception. I say, as 
·strongly as I can, that there must be a 
way to get the facts as to agricultural 
labor supplies and availability to the At
torney General in response to congres
sional direction. 

This is what section 706 would do. 
This section takes away no authority 
whatsoever from the Attorney General. 
He has and would retain complete au
thority to admit or deny the entrance of 
nonimmigrant agricultural workers. 

Neither does it remove any authority of 
the Secretary of Labor for the simple rea
son that with respect to section 214(c) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act
the section concerning the entry of non
immigrant workers-none has been con
ferred on him by the Congress. His 
functions are only advisory, although 
admittedly his recent ootions have the 
effect of converting advisory functions 
to regulatory authority. 

It is important to an understanding 
and fair determination of the questions 
involved here ·to bear in mind that the 
alleged authority of the Secretary of 
Labor is strictly advisory. This should 
be emphasized in view of the statements 
made in the minority report and in the 
press that this provision would take away 
authority- from the Secretary of Labor 
and confer it on the Secretary of Agri
culture. 

A mere reading of the provisions of the 
law is sufficient to make it clear that 
complete authority is vested in the At
torney General and no other official has 
anything but consultative or advisory 
duties. 

Section 214(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act provides: 

The admission to the United States of any 
alien as a nonimmigrant shall be for such 
time and under such conditions as the At
torney General may by regulation prescribe. 

Section 214(c) reads as follows: 
The question of importing any alien as a 

nonimmigrant-shall be determined by the 
Attorney General after consultation with ap
propriate agencies of Government upon pe
tition of the importing employer. 

The report of the House Committee on 
the Judiciary-House Report 1365, Feb
ruary 14, 1952-on the Immigration and 
Nationality Act stated: 

These provisions of the bill grant the 
Attorney General sufficient authority to ad
mit temporarily certain workers, industrial, 
agricultural, or otherwise, for the purpose of 
alleviating labor shortages as they exist or 
may develop in certain areas or certain 
branches of American productive enterprises, 
particularly in periods of intensified produc-

. tion. 

The Department of Labor, at my re
quest on May 14, 1963, submitted a mem
orandum of law on the Secretary of La
bor's powers to promulgate rules, regula
tions, and policies relating to the admis
sion of aliens, other than Mexicans, for 
temporary agricultural employment in 
the United States. 

The memorandum states: 
It is appropriate at this point to observe 

that the role of the Department of Labor 
in this process is basically an advisory one. 
As an agency designated by the Attorney 
General for consultation in deciding ques
tions under section 214(c) of the Immigra· 
tion and Nationality Act it issues the clear
ance order which has been requested with 
respect to the availability of domestic labor 
and the observance of Employment Service 
policies. That certification has no operative 
effect as such. The ultimate decision in 
these cases is the responsib111ty of the At
torney General who has imposed the require
ment of the clearance order. 

In testimony presented by Mr. Albert 
Misler, Deputy Associate Solicitor of the 
Department of Labor, to a subcommittee 

of the House Committee on Judiciary on 
June 24, 1963, it was said about the De
partment of Labor's authority on the ad
mission of aliens for temporary agricul
tural employment: 

I would like to clarify something that has 
been unclear up to this point, that may be 
significant in connection with your con
sideration. Under the Mexican labor pro
gram, we make a statutory certification, the 
content of which is set out in the law. 
"In all other foreign labor programs, the 
certification we give is simply advisory to the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service." 

In the case of Chase Glades Farms 
against Wirtz, to which I have previously 
referred, the statement by the counsel 
for the Government should be again em
phasized. He said: 

Section 1184 (i.e., section 214 of the Im
migration and Nationality Act) makes it 
clea.r that questions relating to permission 
to import nonimmigrant workers are to be 
determined by the Attorney General. This 
court in its memorandum of opinion of May 
6, 1965, clearly recognized what the statute 
specifically provides, namely, that the At
torney General may reject or accept what 
constitutes a recommendation by the Secre
tary of Labor. 

It should be completely clear from all 
these facts, Mr. President, that we are 
not taking away power from the Secre
tary of Labor. We are putting it where 
it belongs, and where it can be exercised 
reasonably, and in such a way as to give 
the Commissioner of Immigration the in
formation which he needs, and, if an 
error be made, to give the growers access 
to our courts. Mr. President, who 
wishes to continue to deprive our grow
ers of access to their own courts? 

Decisions on matters affecting the 
making of a crop necessarily involve a 
high degree of risk and call for careful 
judgment. Where such decisions are re
quired by an agency of Government, the 
agency with responsibility for them 
should be the one fully conversant with 
agriculture's problems and needs. This 
is the philosophy of the Sugar Act of 
1948. Under it payments are made by 
the Secretary of Agriculture to sugar 
producers when he finds: First, that no 
abusive child labor-as defined in the 
act-has been employed in the produc
tion of sugar; second, that the farm 
allotment has not been exceeded; third, 
that full wages have been paid workers; 
and fourth, that the wage rate prescribed 
by the Secretary of Agriculture has been 
paid. 

The Department of Agriculture has the 
organization for making these findings. 
It has agents and county committees in 
every county. State committees func
tion in each State. It has available to it 
specialists in every field. It also has in
formation from and the assistance of the 
land grant colleges and the Extension 
Services. It maintains the Federal
State market news service and a crop 
reporting service. 

It can be expected decisions will be 
more timely and most of the conflict now 
existing between farmers and their Gov
ernment should be eliminated. Because 
the Secretary of Agriculture knows and 
understands farming better than any 
other top official of Government, his 



23514 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 13, 1965 

decisions will be met with more con
fidence than is now the case. 

That is why all these farm organiza
tions are supporting our amendment. 

With the Secretary of Agriculture 
making the determina,.tions required, the 
views of all interested parties will be 
received with equal interest and fair
ness. Findings, however, will be based 
on facts. 

The Secretary of Labor can continue 
to supply any information or advice on 
matters about which he has any pecu
liar knowledge. Nothing in section 706 
is designed to change the functions of 
the Employment Service as a service 
agency whereby people desiring jobs in 
agriculture can be sought and can make 
their availability known and employers 
can ascertain their readiness to work. 

With respect to domestic labor, the 
Secretary of Labor is given authority 
by the Congress under the Wagner
Peyser Aot of 1933 (29 U.S.C. 49b and 
49k) to promote and develop first, a 
national system of employment offices; 
second, to maintain a veterans service; 
third, to maintain a farm placemeillt 
service; and fourth, to m·aintain a pub
lic employment service to assist in es
tablishing and maintaining systems of 
public employment offices in the several 
States. The U.S. Employment Service 
was authorized to ''assist in coordinat
ing the public employment offices 
throughout the country and in increas
ing their usefulness by develo:ping and 
prescribing minimum standards of ef
ficiency, assisting them in meeting prob
lems peculiar to their localities, promot
ing uniformity in their administrative 
and statistical procedure, furnishing and 
publishing information as to oppor
tunities for employment, and other in
formation of value in the operation of 
the system, and maintaining a system 
for clearing labor between the several 
States." 

As the following excerpts from the 
committee reports on the legislation 
show, there is nothing in the statute in
dicating that the Department of Labor 
is to exercise any substantive control 
through the utilization of the Employ
ment Service. 

These excerpts come from the commit
tee's reports at the time of the enact
ment of the bill, subsequent to the enact
ment of the bill and from the provi
sions of the justifications of the Secre
tary when he asked for additional money 
this year, to better carry out his recruit
ing policies which was cleared by a sub
committee and by a full committee of 
which I am a member. 

The report of the Senate committee on 
the bill-senate Report 63, 73d Con
gress; S. 510-states the following as the 
purpose of the bill: 

To assist and stimulate the developmerut 
of a system by the States, the Federal Gov
ernment will give sums of money to match 
the moneys already appropriated by the 
Staroes or set aside by the States, for the de
velopment of a free employment service. 
The committee feels that we shoUld keep 
the pattern of the States in doing their own 
work in pl·acement, and put the Federal Gov
ernment in the position of helping and en-

cow-aging them to do so; the Federal Gov
ernment being respoDJSible for the sta-tistical 
work and saving the St~tes this expense, and 
the statistical information being available 
to all the States. The Federal Government 
1s also to do research work, which is often 
too expensive for the States to do individ
ually; the function of the states being ·to 
perform the task of getting the jobs and 
the workers brought together. 

The House report-House Report 158, 
73d Congress; H.R. 4559-stated: 

This bill in a word sets up a national 
system for cooperation with the various 
States and endeavors to promote the estab
lishment and maintenance of national sys
tem of public employment offices; and for 
that purpose creates in the Department of 
Labor a bureau to be known as the "U.s·. 
Employment Service" under the control of a 
director. 

The Secretary of Labor will continue 
to be responsible for carrying out his 
duties as authorized by the Wagner
Peyser Act. Section 706 of this bill does 
absolutely nothing to change the func
tions of the U.S. Employment Service. 
It will create no duplications or confu
sions, nor will it transfer the Employ
ment Service to the Department of Agri
culture. The Department of Agriculture 
is not, under section 706, going to engage 
in the recruitment or placement of farm 
labor. 

Now, Mr. President, one other point 
should be made clear and I am sure that 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee will agree with me. 

Section 706 would apply only to agri
cultural labor determinations. 

I conclude by emphasizing again that. 
one of the most essential reasons for this 
section is to get the facts-facts here
tofore not obtained, ignored, or misun
derstood-to the Attorney General for 
his use in making the decisions required. 

No one is charged by Congress specifi
cally with the responsibility for obtaining 
and keeping current the labor needs of 
agriculture as directed by section 706 of 
the pending bill. 

Any decision affecting agriculture must 
be based on a knowledge of the total 
agricultural labor situation existing when 
the decisions are made. I repeat, any 
pertinent information of which the Sec
retary of Labor has knowledge can con
tinue to be available in the decisionmak
ing process. 

I urge the support of this section, and 
the defeat of the pending motion. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TYDINGS in the chair) . The time of the 
Senator has expired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. One more minute. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the Senator 

a minute and a half. 
Mr. HOLLAND. To cite one instance 

in which the facts as found by the De
partment of Agriculture would have 
saved a loss of $4 to $6 million this very 
year, to the growers of oranges in Flor
ida, I wish to read from a letter of Feb
ruary 16, signed by William R. Huey, 
District Director of the Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation, with reference 
to the condition of that citrus crop, 
which was not, under the present prac
tice, acted upon by the Secretary of 
Labor. Apparently he did not even 

want to act. I quote only the last sen
tence from that letter: 

The factors noted above combined with 
the grower's inability to secure an adequate 
and timely harvesting force is resulting in a. 
monetary loss of approximately $100 per acre 
since most of the fallen fruit was salvageable 
if it could have been harvested prior to the 
time deterioration and spoilage began. 

To those who say that the Secretary 
of Agriculture does not have the infor
mation, does not have the field force. 
this is cited as an absolute instance in 
which great savings could have been 
accomplished had he had such informa
tion, force, and authority. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I de
sire to associate myself with the remarks 
of my senior colleague in behalf of the 
amendment which he has offered to pro
vide an adequate labor supply to harvest 
fruit and vegetable crops. We in Flor
ida have had difficulty from time to time 
in getting an adequate amount of do
mestic labor to do this type of work but 
were unable to do so. As a result it is 
vitally essential to the timely harvesting 
of these crops that offshore labor be im
ported for this purpose. 

The amendment which I am cospon
soring with my very able and distin
guished colleague provides that the Sec
retary of Agriculture make a specific 
finding of labor needs and the time when 
such needs exist. It is apparent that 
this is the proper department of Gov
ernment to make such a factfinding de
termination. 

The amendment does not take away 
any jurisdiction from the Secretary of 
Labor or the Attorney General of the 
United States. In fact, I feel very 
deeply that the amendment will be of 
great assistance to both of these Cabi
net officers. 

Certainly if domestic labor were avail
able I am confident that insofar as Flor
ida is concerned, and I am sure this is 
equally true of other parts of the Nation, 
that they would be utilized. We have. 
however, experienced great difficulty in 
getting an adequate supply of domestic 
labor to do this type of work. Conse
quently we have repeatedly become in
volved in factual differences with the 
Department of Labor as to these needs. 
Recruitment plans by agricultural inter
ests for domestic labor have failed. 
Consequently delays have occurred in 
harvesting fruit and vegetable crops, as 
well as cutting of sugarcane at a time 
when such labor should be available for 
these purposes. 

I feel that the amendment is a good 
one, will resolve much of the difficulty 
we have had in the past and be of sub
stantial benefit not only to agricultural 
interests but to the consumers of this 
Nation as well. 

Mr. President, for these reasons I sin
cerely trust that the amendment to elim
inate section 706 of the bill respecting 
future determinations as to the use of 
offshore labor will be defeated. 
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Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I yield the 

Senator from New Jersey 10 minutes, or 
whatever time he needs. 

Mr. Wll.LIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I very much appreciate the 
generosity of my friend the Senator from 
Tennessee. I endorse his eloquence in 
dealing with the amendment added by 
the Committee on Agriculture and · For
estry. I shall support him as strongly as 
I can in advocating the acceptance of his 
amendment, which would delete section 
706. 

It seems to me that we revive this en
tire subject on the :floor of the Senate 
every fortnight. The issue is repeatedly 
raised by the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Florida. I am not complain
ing that we have heard all of the argu
ments so many times before, but I am 
stating that we have heard all these ar
guments before. 

I know of no issue that has seemed to 
present more panic, fear, and fancy than 
the question of whether we are meeting 
the needs of agriculture with American 
migratory farmworkers. 

sion? I am informed that this is an of
ficial body. Am I correct in that under
standing? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. A few 
weeks ago, the Florida Citrus Commis
sion stated: 

Florida orange juice is at the lowest price 
in years. Here is why. Over the past couple 
of years, oranges have been in short supply, 
but this year growers report one of the big
gest crops in history. A big supply means 
one thing: lower prices. The price is so low, 
in fact, that orange juice is one of the most 
ine~pensive drinks that anyone can buy. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey yield at that 
point? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. That 
comes from the Florida Citrus Commis
sion. Yet earlier, it was feared--

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield at 
that point? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. It was 
feared that the oranges were going to rot. 
Now they are producing oranges at such 
a rate that orange juice is at the lowest 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. 
yield. 

I price it has been in years. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from New Jersey yield? Mr. HOLLAND. Did the Senator not 
state earlier that he was present in the 
Florida strawberry fields earlier this 
year, when a great loss was being sus
tained and labor was not available, and 
that he called upon the Secretary of 
Labor to ask that labor be made avail
able immediately, and was that not 
done? 

Mr. WTILIAMS of New Jersey. To err 
is human, and I made an error. 

I was in the fields in Florida. Four 
major growers persuaded me that dur
ing the following week they would be in 
serious trouble because their crop would 
be ready for harvest, and they did not 
have enough workers. 

I called the Secretary of Labor, and he 
sent the 300 additional foreign workers. 
Only then was it found that these addi
tional workers were not needed. These 
workers were then sent to other areas. 

So I made a mistake, and Secretary 
Wirtz made a mistake, too, at my urging. 

The distinguished representative from 
that area joined me in that request for 
workers. When the time came, they 
were not needed because there were 
anough Americans present to harvest 
the crop. · 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad we had 
available someone who had more infiu
ence with the Secretary of Labor than 
we had, because we had made that re
quest and it was not granted. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield at 
that point? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The 
growers up there were persuasive. They 
persuaded me that there would be trou
ble in citrus because the crop could not 
be harvested. I was anxious and appre
hensive, but my fears were fanciful, be
cause that did not happen, either. 

Can the Senator from Florida enlight
en me as to the nature of an organiza
tion called the Florida Citrus Commis-

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I am 
glad to yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The very thing which 
produced the crisis in the mid-season 
orange crop was the fact that the Secre
tary of Labor was not willing to under
stand that in the production· of perish
able crops it varies from year to year, and 
that we had a very much larger crop this 
year, as we showed him, and as the De
partment of Agriculture further showed, 
and yet he wished to hold us to the level 
of workers of the year before. 

There could not be a better showing 
of the futility of trusting someone who 
has no understanding of basic facts. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Not
withstanding all the charges leveled at 
Secretary Wirtz, the fact is, as reported 
in the most reliable financial newspaper 
I know of, the Wall Street Journal, that 
this year, farmers' net income promises 
to bounce up to $13.5 billion, or more. 
This would be the highest since the year 
1953. 

Naturally, everyone is very glad that 
this is true; but in listening to debate 
in the Chamber, one would get the im
pression that every farmer was heading 
for bankruptcy because he cannot get 
enough workers. The fact is, the workers 
are there. The crops are coming in. 
Prices are lower for perishable products 
today than they were a year ago at this 
time. We have checked that repeatedly, 
week in and week out. 

Mr. President, let me make one or two 
more points. The Senator from Tennes
see has most adequately analyzed the 
extraordinary parliamentary situation 
which we face. I do not know-perhaps 
I should not say it-but it seems to me 
that there is some legislative piracy here; 
we are being asked to take a program 
that is within the purview of the Depart
ment of Justice, an immigration bill, 
which assigns responsibilities to the Sec-

retary of Labor, and have the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry change 
that law, notwithstanding the fact that 
jurisdiction over this bill clearly rests 
with the Committee on the Judiciary. 
That has been fully explained. We also 
all know that last year this body killed 
the bracero program. 

I believe that this debate makes it 
transparently clear th.at what we last 
year did most directly is now sought to 
be undone most indirectly. 

I cannot believe that if it ls important 
for the Senate to live within its rules, 
written and unwritten, it will permit this 
violation here today. 

Let me say, finally, that the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry has pre
sented a fine farm bill. Many of us from 
the consumer areas followed it with great 
interest, and are most happy that the 
bill is one which we can support. How
ever, in my judgment, the addition of 
this provision would seriously threaten 
the success of the farm program. 

For that additional reason, I ask unan
imous consent to have printed in the 
REcoRD an editorial published in the New 
York Times today, which states that the 
pending bill is a good bill but levels a 
full blast against section 706. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Sept. 13, 1965] 

SoME SENSE IN AGRICULTURE 
While the Senate has completed most of 

its work on the farm b111, it stlll has to vote 
on the oontroversial proposal sponsored by 
SPESSARD L. HoLLAND, WhO wants to take con
trol over importation of foJ:"eign labor from 
the Department of Labor and give it to the 
Department of Agriculture. This proposed 
amendment has the obvious backing of the 
big growers, who ha.ve resented Labor's ef
forts to curb the supply of cheap foreign 
workers for harvesting crops. 

Even Secretary of Labor Wirtz has given 
too much ground in recent weeks to corpo
rate farm interests basically opposed to the 
idea that higher wages and better conditions 
wm eliminate any holdback on the availabil
ity of domestic labor. The attempt of these 
interests to hand over jurisdiction to Agri
culture, which is already overworked and 
has no competence in labor administration, 
must be defeated, since its clear purpose is to 
disrupt progress toward decent working con
ditions in American agriculture. 

The passage of the rest of the farm blll will 
aid fanners. It does not entirely meas
ure up to President Johnson's pledge to 
strengthen farm income while assuring low 
prices for food; but it does make a distinc.
tion between the efficient factoJ:"y-sized farms, 
which have been getting subsidfes they do 
not need, and the marginal farms, which 
have been vlctim.lzed by the technological 
revolution in agriculture. 

There will st111 be big surpluses calllng for 
expensive storage facilities. And there will 
st111 be too many farmers on the farms. But 
in contrast to previous subsidy programs, the 
cost of the new farm bill promises to give 
taxpayers some positive returns for the large 
amount of money being poured into agri
culture. 

Mr .. BASS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey yield at that 
point? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. of New Jersey. I am 
glad to yield to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 
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Mr. BASS. I was about to invite the 
attention of the Senate to the editorial 
which appeared in the New York Times 
this morning in support of the farm bill. 
Most of the readers of the New York 
Times are consumers. Yet the news
paper commends the agricultural bill 
and points out that this provision cer
tainly should not be enacted into law 
and has no place in the pending bill. 

I am happy that ·the Senator from 
New Jersey placed the editorial in the 
RECORD for everyone to read. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. One 
additional point. I should like to in
clude in the debate at this point a para
graph taken from the Appropriations 
Committee report for the Department 
of Agriculture for 1966. ·As reported by 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND] the report calls for a 
comprehensive study by the Agriculture 
Department of the farm labor situation. 

The Senator from Florida stated 
through his committee that: 

The committee agrees with the report of 
the House committee that there is a "severe 
shortage of farm labor" to meet peak needs 
of many of the Nation's producers. The 
committee believes that this situation will 
continue to exist. Unfortunately, there is 
a large void in the economic and statistical 
data upon which our farm labor policies are 
based. This should be corrected at the 
earliest possible date. For this reason the 
Department is requested to make a compre
hensive study of the entire agricultural labor 
situation. 

Mr. President, tha;t was stated only 
a few days ago. Perhaps such a report 
should be made, but this hasty action 
is unwise. I understand everything the 
Senator from Florida has said except 
for one point which I did not under
stand. The Senator said that Florida 
growers were requested to go to Puerto 
Rico to obtain workers. I understood 
the Senator to say that we did not ob
tain Puerto Rican workers. It seems 
to me that Puerto Rican workers would 
certainly be the complete answer to the 
problem particularly in relation to sugar. 
Especially because of their experience 
in working in sugar in Puerto Rico. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield at 
that point? I can explain that. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I 
should like to yield first to the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The requirement was 
imposed upon those seeking--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New Jersey 
has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. BASS. I yield 1 additional min

ute to the Senator from New Jersey. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Jersey is recognized 
for 1 additional minute. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In the case of seed 
cane, we plant a whole stalk of cane 
sugar in the furrow, which produces the 
various shoots. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Who 
turned down the Puerto Ricans, or did 
they turn down the opportunity? 

Mr. HOLLAND. They turned it down. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I can

not understand that. Even Florida's 
climate is similar to Puerto Rico's. 

Mr. HOLLAND. All I can say is that 
the Secretary of Labor himself, obdurate 
as he g"enerally is, admitted that he had 
gone the limit and that we could not get 
a single one of them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. This 
will have to be clarified, because I dis
tinctly heard the Senator say that we 
were asked to go to Puerto Rico to 
get--

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator from 
Tennessee will yield me 2 minutes, I shall 
be glad to make a complete answer to 
that inquiry. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The 
imaginary geographical line was also 
mentioned too, earlier. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator from 
Tennessee will yield to me, I will take but 
a minute to explain. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I yield 1 
additional minute to the Senator from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The fact is the Secre
tary of Labor imposed this condition. 
The people who went to San Juan were 
representatives of cane growers in the 
Okeechobee area, plus the Department of 
Labor, and· were met with complete re
fusal on the part of the equivalent 
cabinet officer of the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the reasons being two: 
First, they would need cutters at the same 
time for their harvest season, and they 
were afraid some of the folks would stay 
here; second, on the racial question, they 
were not ready to permit their cutters to 
go to the southern section of the United 
States. The Department of Labor knows 
that, because the department's repre
sentative was there. 

Mr. BASS. Was it the Puerto Rican 
Secretary of Labor who made that de
termination? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The counterpart of 
our Secretary of Labor made that 
determination. 

Mr. BASS. That is what I thought. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Unfortunately, we 

had to abide by it, and the Secretary of 
Labor abided by it. 

Mr. BASS. I point out that the Secre
tary of Labor in the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico handles the same problems 
as the Secretary of Labor in this country. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes on the amendment and 5 
minutes on the bill to the Senator from 
California [Mr. MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, before 
I begin my prepared statement, let me 
say that there were 600 Puerto Ricans 
available to come into California to pick 
the early tomato crop. The producers 
would have sent an airplane to pick up 
the workers and would have paid the cost 
gladly, but the Secretary of Labor had 
made a stipulation that no one of them 
was to be used until after September 1, 
at which time about half the crop was 

damaged in the Merced area with 25 
million pounds of tomatoes left to rot. 
I do not know whether that is the same 
group of 600 workers to which reference 
has been made, but that is what hap
pened in California. 

Mr. President, I wish to join with the 
distinguished Senator from Florida in 
expressing the hope that the Senate and 
.the conference committee will retain sec
tion 706 in the farm bill, so that at long 
.last we may begin to take a practical, 
enlighted, workable approach to the mat
ter of supplemental foreign labor which, 
over the years, has come to the farms in 
29 States to help at the peak harvest 
times. 

As we know, the Attorney General by 
law governs the admission to our coun
try of temporary foreign labor, under 
the Immigration Act, and by regulation 
has delegated to the Secretary of Labor 
the responsibility for deciding whether 
such foreign labor is necessary. With 
the expiration of Public Law 78, the Sec
retary of Labor assumed responsibility 
for all decisions as to whether foreign 
labor should be admitted to this coun
try for agriculture. 

The Secretary of Labor had an admir
able hope that we might eliminate our 
unemployment by transferring great 
numbers of our urban unemployed to the 
farms to replace the temporary foreign 
farmworkers. He seemed not to realize · 
that this was not a new idea, nor that 
the farmers always have been required 
by law, and have, in fact, hired domestic 
workers first--and were only permitted to 
hire foreign labor when the domestics 
were not available. 

The fallacy of his plan was anticipated 
by nearly everyone but the Secretary 
himself and a few union leaders who, 
for many years, have hoped to organize 
farm labor and who saw here an ideal 
opportunity to swell their membership 
ranks. 

The disastrous results of the new plan 
were evident almost immediately at the 
beginning of this year. Only about 20 . 
percent of the domestic unemployed 
transferred to the farms stayed on the 
job over 2 weeks, and the productivity of 
their efforts was only a fraction of that 
of our experienced, competent, domestic 
workers, or of the extra foreign help we 
had had in the past. 

To repair the damage, Indians were 
brought in from the Midwestern reserva
tions but, here again, the Secretary 
should have known that this had been 
tried unsuccessfully by the farmers in 
years past. Rather than help the prob
lem, this further complicated it and the 
damage increased. 

Next, the Secretary tried a public re
lations stunt refered to as "A-teams." 
This envisioned the use of vacationing 
high school athletes organized with 
coaches, and from all reports, because of 
lack of organization and planning by 
the Department of Labor, this resulted 
in a most costly, unpleasant, and unpro
ductive fiasco. This, too, was not a new 
plan, as students have been used locally 
and worked well in the past, but when 
the Department of Labor stepped in, con
fusion prevailed. The story of the frus-
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tration and failure is told in the Cali
fornia Farm Bureau Monthly of Septem
ber 1965, and I ask unanim.ous consent 
that this article be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A-TEAM PROGRAM-A COSTLY BUNGLE 

NoTE.-There have been good and bad re
ports on the U.S. Department of Labor A
Team program (Athletes in Temporary Em
ployment as Agricultural Manpower). Here 
is a factual account of the program's opera
tion in this State in the Stockton, Salinas 
and Blythe areas where the majority of 
teams were employed. 

(By Betty Yater) 
The general feeling among growers partici

pating in the A-team farm labor program in 
this State is that it would have worked 
much better had the U.S. Department of 
Labor stayed out of it. However, the Depart
ment not only jumped on the bandwagon. of 
California's 2-year-old program of employing 
teams of youth in agriculture, but alsq took 
over in the driver's seat without knowing the 
first thing about handling the vehicle. The 
result was a bungle which has left some 
growers as well as some A-team ;members 
very bitter. 

As readers of this magazine know, the Cal
ifornia Farm Bureau Federation and other 
organizations joined with the Farm Labor 
Division of the State Department of Employ
ment 3 years ago in a program to develop 
opportunities for more youth to work in agri
culture. Through trial and error, successful 
procedures had been developed for placing 
teams of students supervised by their 
coaches or teachers in farm work, primarily 
harvest jobs. The major prerequisites for 
success were found to include : (1) paying 
the youth on a straight piece rate basis so 
the grower could afford to hire them, (2) 
maintaining adequate supervision and train
ing, and (3) obtaini:q.g the students from 
distances relatively close by the job loca
tion. 

U.S. Secretary of Labor W. Willard Wirtz 
heard about this program when he toured 
California this spring, took over the idea, 
tagged a new name on it (A-team), and an
nounced it May 4 as one of his crash pro
grams to supply California growers with farm 
labor. But although he grabbed the idea, 
unfortunately he did not take advantage of 
the experience this State has had in operat
ing such a program, and even the California 
Department of Employment was not allowed 
to advise on the program. 

At the beginning of the summel:', Cali
fornia had 45 A-Teams representing 1,679 
students, according to George · Geary, deputy 
chief, farm labor division, State depart
ment of employment. Twenty-six of these 
teams were employed in Salinas, 12 in Blythe, 
and three in Stockton, with the remainder 
scattered over the State in areas with crops 
under harvest. The majority of the teams 
were from out of State. This wasn't because 
California students failed to sign up in the 
program. Rather, it was a case of schools 
in other States getting out in late May, while 
California schools finish the year's term in 
mid-June. 

Deputy Chief Geary reported that San 
Diego County, for example, had signed up 
1,200 local young people who were interested 
in working under the program, but only a few 
teams from that area had been placed. They 
were too late. Jobs had already been taken 
by out of Staters. 

From interviews with growers, growers' 
labor association managers, and A-Team 
members themselves, it can only be con
cluded that personnel of the U.S. Department 
of Labor were determined to round up 

enough numbers of people to make good on 
the Secretary's statement that there are am
ple domestic people available to do farm 
labor. The A-Team program became ·. one 
vehicle to be used toward this end. It was 
a crash program to prove a point. 

But in their efforts to get numbers, re
cruiters apparently oversold the program to 
the young people. And growers were forced 
to take the A-Teams in order to meet criteria 
for the foreign supplemental labor they 
might need at a later date. 

STUDENTS MISLED 

Most of the students were sold the pro
gram on the strength of a very brief, hur
riedly published brochure, and statements 
made by U.S. Department of labor recruiters. 
A-Team members interviewed in Salinas said 
they had been led to believe that this was 
a recreation as well as a work program-that 
recreational facllities would be provided and 
that participants would be coached in sports. 

From the standpoint of the work part of 
the program, the students said they were 
led to believe they would be guaranteed $1.40 
per hour regardless of their production. (In 
Salinas, after a training and trial period dur
ing which they did receive $1.40 per hour, 
A-Team members were placed on the going 
piece rate of $1 per flat of berries. This the 
students didn't like.) 

Although they understood their food would 
cost $2.25 per day, some said they didn't 
realize this was to be deducted from their 
wages. All interviewed said they hadn't been 
told that insurance costs (social security, 
State disability and off-the-job medical in
surance) would be deducted from their pay. 
. The youngsters said they didn't feel that 
living conditions and food measured up to 
what they had been led to believe they would 
receive. In sum total, .the Salinas A-Teamers 

. interviewed were not at all happy With the 
program. 

One little, freckled-faced fellow inter
viewed really had a tiger by the tail. His 
room and board and insurance deductions 
were running about $3.50 per day. On the 
day interviewed, he had picked two fiats of 
berries (earning $2), had given up, and 
was sitting in the bus waiting to be taken 
back to camp. To him the program was "a 
gyp. They are deducting more than I am 
making." However, on the counsel of his 
adviser, a college student accompanying the 
group, he was going to finish out his con
tract, because then the grower would have 
to pay his way home. 

Even those A-teamers interviewed who 
had picked from six to nine flats in a day 
felt they were being "taken" in the program. 
Some were placing the blame on the grower 
because "he wasn't paying enough wages," 
others were blaming the recruiter who had 
misrepresented the program to them. 

GROWERS MISLED 

The growers were told they would receive 
junior and senior high school athletes ac
companied by their coaches. They say they 
were also led to believe by U.S. Department 
of Labor personnel that if they cooperated 
in the A-team program, they would also re
ceive braceros this season. Growers will tell 
you now that they were double crossed on 
both counts. · 

Some teams were comprised of 16-, 17-, and 
18-year-old student athletes accompanied 
by their coaches. But there were far too 
many · 14- and 15-year-olds in many of the 
groups, growers said, and some of these 
groups were accompanied not by a coach but 
by a college student. 

When the Blythe growers, who had gone 
all out in cooperating on the program, tried 
to obtain braceros, they were turned down 
flat. 

In both Salinas and Blythe, growers were 
sent more A-teams than they had agreed to 
take. In Salinas, Salinas Strawberries was 

saddled with 24 of the 26 teams in that area. 
Bill Pihl was pulled off his regular work with 
the firm and assigned to handle Salinas 
Strawberries' A-team efforts. According to 
Plhl, the firm, a former bracero user, 
thought it had agreed to take 90 boys under 
the program-until June 1, when suddenly 
they were deluged with A-teams, and even
tually ended up with 868 boys. 

This is like expecting one weekend guest 
and having nine show up. You make do as 
best you can ·in feeding and sleeping them. 
And thats exactly the position in whioh 
Salina Strawberries was caught. The firm 
didn't have facilities for such numbers, so 
had to quickly contract for use of camps in 
the area which had previously been used to 
house and feed braceros. 

In Blythe, it was much the same story. 
For several years, growers in the Palo Verde 

Valley, which lies along the Arizona border, 
·had been using teams of athletes supervised 
by their coaches. Before the Secretary's tour, 
the growers had already started laying their 

. plans for employing teams of youth in this 
summer's harvest of melons. Representa
tives of some of the growers had already been 
into Arizona to talk with coaches and junior 
and senior student athletes in high schools 
there. 

The growers had decided they would re
cruit 150 Arizona high school athletes accom
panied by their coaches. However, after the 
Department of Labor came out with its A
team program, the Blythe growers were talked 
into taking an additional 100 students, or a 
minimum of 250. 

The growers went ahead with their plans 
and recruited 264 students in Arizona 
through a team made up of a growers' repre
sentative and a U.S. Department of Labor 
coordinator. Contracts were signed between 
the growers, the parents, and the A-team 
members before the latter came to the Palo 
Verde Valley to work. 

Operating through Blythe Growers, Inc., a 
local growers' labor association, the farmers 
went all out for the 264 boys they were ex
pecting. They rented new, air-conditioned 
apartments in the heart of the town to house 
the A-teams and leased the high school cafe
teria to feed the boys. They hired semi
weekly maid service and weekly linen serv
ice. Since there is no municipal pool fn 
Blythe, arrangements were made for the boys 
to use the swimming pools at various motels 
in the area and the use of local basketball 
and baseball facilities were obtained for 
them. The farmers even hired a local coach 
to work with the boys on their day off-they 
were to have 1 day off in 7 on a staggered 
basis. 

The Blythe growers laid their plans thor
oughly and were well organized. However, 
they ended up with just about double the 
number of boys they thought they were get
ting. Besides the original 250, they were 
sent an additional 235 by the Department of 
Labor. Like the Salinas growers, they had 
to scramble around and quickly line up addi
tional fac111ties for the overflow boys, includ
ing leasing a labor camp formerly used for 
braceros. 

It should be pointed out that of the areas 
in which interviews were made throughout 
the State, Blythe- achieved the greatest suc
cess with the program. Some of the growers 
have made verbal agreements with some of 
the teams and their coaches to return next 
year. 

What problems the Blythe ·growers did have 
were with the teams that were sent to them
those they didn't recruit themselves. On 
these, the growers report the boys were 

· younger than anticipated and in many cases 
were not athletes. 

In their own recruiting efforts, the Blythe 
growers had taken great pains to recruit boys 
from a similar climate, quite a factor in the 
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Palo Verde Valley where summer tempera
tures can rise as high as 119°. Some of 
the teams sent by the Department were 
from cooler climates, and the heat proved 
a real hardship for these. 

Generally speaking, the Blythe growers 
were satisfied with the boys, but were upset 
over the costs incurred. 

COSTS EXORBITANT 

Growers had to foot the entire bill on the 
A-Team program, and it has been an ex
tremely costly venture. The Secretary of 
Labor h as spent the growers' money as 
though it were Government money. 

Even though the growers received youth 
under the program-and some of the A
Teamers were mighty young-the growers 
had to pay them on the same basis as adult 
farmworkers. The growers had to provide 
each worker no Iess than 24 hours' train
ing and a 40-hour trial period-a total of 64 
hours-at $1.40 per hour. Thereafter, th~ 
A-Teams could be placed on piece rates if 
by record it was proven the worker's pro-

. ductivity was determined to be below that 
of the average qualified farmworker. 

In Salinas, ~alinas Strawberries guar
anteed $1.40 for the first 64 hours, then put 
the A-Teams on piece rates. In Blythe, the 
growers paid the workers on the basis of 
$1.40 throughout the contract plus an added 
bonus of 10 cents a crate for melons picked 
and an additional 5 cents a crate if the 
A-Teamer stayed throughout his contract. 
The Blythe growers added the per crate 
bonus in an attempt to provide an incentive 
for the youngsters to work. Stockton 
growers, who used the A-Teams mostly in 
weeding and thinning operations, paid the 
young workers on the basis of $1.40 an hour 
throughout the program. 

But the productivity of the A-Teams was 
not on a par with the average qualified farm 
worker. Nat Scatena, president of the Stock
ton Growers' Group, Inc., which managed 
the teams for growers in the Stockton area, 
ranked their productivity at .56 percent that 
of a qualified farmworker. 

All growers interviewed reported they were 
having to pay for considerably more pro
ductivity than they were getting. 

In addition, the coach or adult accom
panying the team had to be paid on the 
basis of $4 per team member per week. 
Teams averaged 30 members each, thus the 
coach or accompanying adult received about 
$120 per week. The duties of these persons 
were not clearly defined. In the Salinas area 
they occupied the role of chaperones--stay
ing in camp during the day while the boys 
were out in the fields. This meant the 
grower had to hire supervisors to work with 
the boys when in the fields. 

In Blythe, the growers stated they were 
afraid to go along with the $4 per head per 
week arrangement since they believed it to 
be in violation of the labor contractor regu
lations in this State. So the growers made 
an arrangement with the coaches and other 
adults accompanying A-Teams to accept a 
salary of $25 per day (about $175 per week) 
and supervise the boys in the fields as well 
as chaperone them in the camps at night. 
Of course, the Blythe growers also had to 
maintain some field supervisors, since those 
accompanying the A-Teams knew nothing 
about picking melons. 

(Editor's note: Farm Bureau's Secretary to 
the Labor Committee Tom Richardson points 
out that while paying the coaches on a fee
per-worker basis makes them labor contrac

. tors under the definition of California reg-
ulations, the A-Team program, a Federal 
project, would undoubtedly be exempt from 
State regulations.) 

In Stockton, the A-Team coaches went into 
the fields to work beside their boys, but the 
growers' association also maintained its reg
ular field supervisors. 

In all areas, the supervisory costs on A
Teams were above, and in most instances 

about double, those required with adult farm 
labor. 

Besides these costs, the growers were re
sponsible for the transportation and subsis
tence to get the A-Teams to and from their 
hometowns. Growers stood the cost one 
way if the worker completed 50 percent of 
his contract, both ways if the A-Team worker 
completed his entire contract (contracts 
ranged from 4 weeks in the Blythe area to 
6 weeks in Salinas) . 

As previously mentioned, out-of-State 
schools closed in late May, ahead of the Cali
fornia schools, therefore the A-Teams from 
other States got the jobs here and the grow
ers were stuck with the costs of bringing 
them in. 

Salinas received 26 teams-only 5 of which 
·were from california. The remainder, ac
cording to records at the Salinas farm labor 
office, included: 10 from New Mexico; 3 from 
Utah; 2 from Kansas; 2 from Iowa; 2 from 
Idaho; 1 from Nebraska; and 1 from 
Wyoming. 

When a grower starts transporting teen
agers round trip from as far away as the 
midwestern States and paying for their meals 
en route, it is costing him a minimum of 
around $100 per youth, or an average mini
mum of $3,000 per team. And many of the 
growers found themselves paying for trans
portation costs both ways whether the youth 
completed his contract or not, because some
thing had to be done with these teenagers. 

As Pihl pointed out, "You can't abandon 
minors on the streets." 

In addition, the $2.25 allowance for meals 
did not cover the costs incurred in providing 
menus to meet those dictated under the pro
gram. Besides paying the room costs, the 
growers were having to underwrite the food 
costs of their A-Teams. 

According to Pihl, Salinas Strawberries will 
have lost about $75,000 out-of-pocket costs 
on this program by the end of the season. 

Blythe Growers, Inc., had just finished its 
melon-picking season when interviewed and 
had not as yet assembled all A-Team costs. 
However, Manager Jess Barcala said growers' 
costs will run between $35,000 and $40,000 
exclusive of wages and supervisory, State 
compensation, and social security costs. 

But there was more of a ' loss to the grow
ers than reflected in the aforementioned 
costs. Many also lost portions of their crops. 
Mother Nature was extremely cooperative 
this year in California. It was a good year 
weatherwise for summer-harvest crops. But 
even though the yields were abundant and 
the weather held just right, giving the grow
er prospects of harvesting top yields per 
acre, these yields failed to materialize. 

Dan Riggi, supervisor for the J & A Farms 
in Blythe, for example, said his firm lost 
40 percent of its crop of cantaloupes in the 
field. This year's workers, including A
Teams, left that many melons behind in the 
fields. 

ADDITIONAL HEADACHES 

There were headaches in the program over 
and above the financial ones, too. 

The program in the Salinas area got off to 
a bad start. It had been misrepresented 
to the boys as to the type program it was, 
as to living conditions, and as to wages to 
be received. Salinas Strawberries received 
nine times the number of boys they had 
anticipated under the program. The camps 
leased for the boys were up to State stand
ards, but not up to the boys' standards. 
The majority of the cooks had been accus
tomed to cooking for braceros, and the boys 
complained bitterly of the food's greasy and 
spicy quality. At one camp, the cook was 
changed four times in an attempt to satisfy 
the boys, but they were still complaining. 

The attrition rate on the A-Teams in Sa
linas was extremely high. Some teams, as 
soon as they saw the camps where they would 
be living and learned they would go on piece 
rates after the training and break-in period, 

simply picked up and went home, according 
to Art Klein, Monterey County farm labor 
representative, State department of employ
ment, Salinis. 

One team from the Salesian High School 
in Richmond, Calif., left 3 days after arrival, 
Klein said. Another, from Newcastle, Wyo., 
left the fifth day after arrival, and two teams 
from Los Alamos, N. Mex., left 10 days after 
aiTiving. The Salinas area started the sea
son with 868 A-Team members. The num
ber had dropped to 322 by July 19, Klein 
reported. Of those leaving by July 19, only 
one team left because it had completed its 
contract-and not all of its members had 
stayed through the contract period. Only 
one team-the one from Waterloo-Cresco, 
Iowa-still had the same number it had 
arrived with, Klein stated. 

An interview later in the day with the 
coach of the Waterloo-Cresco team-charles 
O'Brien-revealed some of the reasons why 
the team was still together. The majority of 
the team members were O'Brien's own boys-
junior and senior athletes who would be 
working under him this coirJng year. Be
fore ever getting into the program, he said 
.he held a meeting with the boys and their 
parents and essentially unsold them on the 
program. He presented it the way he saw it, 
not the way it had been built up by the 
recruiter. 

Upon arrival here, O'Brien said he stuck 
to his guns until his boys were transferred 
into the best camp in the area. He worked 
out a split-the-cost arrangement among 
the boys on chartering bu.Ses and took the 
students around to see some of California on 
their weekends off. He coached them in 
sports each evening and said he tried to build 
a team spirit among the boys, a determina
tion to stick out their contract. Besides hav
ing the only team with as many members as 
it started, O'Brien's team also had the few
est hours lost off the job-just 2 days missed 
because of illness. 

But the success of Coach O'Brien and his 
A-Team definitely was the exception in 
Salinas. Another coach interviewed there-
Merle Johnson of Wichita, Kans.-had 
started out with 36 boys from Wichita, 3 
of whom he knew previously. Half of these 
boys, Johnson reported, went home the first 
week. When interviewed, he was the coach 
for the remnants of four teams which had 
been put together to make one. 

Most of the A-Team members who stayed 
on in Salinas were disillusioned with the 
program, it appears. These youngsters were 
looking for a means to release their pent-up 
frustrations over a program which hadn't 
turned out to be anything like they thought 
it would be. A number took out their frus
trations on each other in scraps. Some took 
out their feelings on the camp fac111ties, 
breaking windows and causing other dam
age. Two hundred of the boys took part in 
a food throw-in in the messhall at one camp. 

Reports on the living conditions and ru
mors of all sorts and altercations reached 
home to the parents who understandably 
became alarmed and either sent money for 
their youngster to return home or com
plained to their elected representatives to do 
something about the program. 

The U.S. Department of Labor had as
signed five of its men to live one to a camp 
in the Salinas area to try to keep the lid on 
the program there. Of two of these inter
viewed, one, a young man, admitted he didn't 
have much patience with the growers in 
correcting conditions in the camps and was 
taking boys down to file complaints with the 
local labor commissioner. 

According to Salinas Strawberries, as of 
July 20, a total of 83 complaints had been 
flied against them before the local labor 
commissioner. Pihl, a relatively young man, 
commented, "It looks like I'll be in court 
the rest of my life over this program." 
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Besides the complaints before the local 
labor commission, Salinas Strawberries was 
involved in a hassle with the U.S. Depart
ment of Labor over the manner in which 
it is paying the A-Teams. 

According to Pihl, the controversy revolves 
about the productivity of an average quali
iled farm worker. By its records from pre
vious years, Salinas Strawberries maintains 
the productivity of the average qualified farm 
worker in picking strawberries is 1¥2 flats 
per hour. On the basis of $1 per flat, their 
piece rate is higher than the $1.40 hourly 
minimum set this year by the Secretary of 
Labor. 

However, Pihl says the Department of 
Labor has challenged the 1¥2 flats per hour 
as being too high. The Department, Pihl 
.said, eliminated all foreign workers but in
-cluded all youth workers in establishing its 
basis for productivity of the average, quali
fied farm worker. 

Plhl also pointed out that Salinas Straw
berries was 3 weeks into the program before 
.receiving contract forms. The forms have 
-to be signed by the A-Team member, his 
parents, his coach or supervisor, and the 
employer. On those members leaving in the 
initial portion of the program, Salinas Straw
berries never had a contract. Of those re
maining, they sti11 don't have the contract 
on many, because they were sent to the 
parents for their signatures and haven't been 
returned. 

The Blythe growers had relatively few 
headaches compared to the Salinas growers. 
Complaints and ruckuses were held to a 
minimum due to the day and night efforts 
of local Farm Labor Division Manager Jerry 
Smith and Blythe Growers' Manager Bar
-cala, both of whom were determined their 
area was going to make a good showing in 
the program. Only 10 percent of the A-Team 
members there left before their contracts 
were up. 

Stockton growers, who rented a good camp 
from a grower outside of town and put in 
basketball and baseball facilities, reported 
no complaints on the camp or wages paid; 
The problem was trying to get the growers 
to use the A-Teams, reports Scatena. (A
Teams had to be guaranteed work for three
quarters of the work days covered by the 
contract.) 

There had been an influx of domestic farm 
workers into the Stockton area early this 
summer, the growers' labor management 
service president said. Growers were able 
to get adult workers at costs of $1.75 per 
hour including wages, transportation to the 
job and insurance costs. Consequently, he 
said, they weren't anxious to use the A-teams 
at costs about double that amount. But, 
as it turned out, the A-Teams didn't like 
the work and left before completing their 
contract. 

IN SUMMARY 
Although bitter over the mishandling and 

costs of the program, every grower inter
viewed said he would hire youth again
but to a man, each qualified the statement 
by a~ding "only if the U.S. Department of 
Labor has nothing to do with the program." 

All in all, the A-Team program in Cali
fornia. can only be described as a botch. 
California. agriculture and the Farm Labor 
Division have a real job on their hands if 
they are to salvage their youth farm work 
program for future years after the setback 
tQ.e program received this year at the hands 
of the U.S. Department of Labor. 

Mr. MURPHY. It is important to 
remember that the farmers had been 
assured that if they cooperated with the 
Department of Labor, followed the Sec
retary's criteria, and then it was still 
seen that they needed foreign help, that 
help would be forthcoming. Secretary 

Wirtz had personally assured that no 
crops would be lost for lack of foreign 
labor. 

Each time attempts were made hope
fully to cause the Secretary of Labor to 
see the error of his plan, they were 
greeted with new criteria, new condi
tions, and always the coercive threat 
that if the farmers did not accede to 
these demands, the farmers would never 
get any foreign help. It would almost 
seem that the Secretary was determined 
to destroy the farming industry, and the 
evidence of his reckless, arbitrary deci
sions crowds my office daily. The 
largest shipper of melons may have to 
go into bankruptcy. The largest grower 
of boysenberries has failed and sold out. 
The best known grower and packer of 
nectar peaches has lost everything he 
has spent 30 years in developing. The 
largest grower of tomato plants is in 
desperate straits-all due to the lack 
of farmhands for harvest-and this is 
only the beginning of the story. 

Now that the peak of the harvest is 
here, the farmers are still being told to 
recruit domestics at a cost of over $100 
per head for transportation, wherever 
they oan be found west of the Mississippi 
River. In one instance, the Department 
said that the Dallas region had 2,500 
workers available, but after 3 days of in
tensive recruiting by Federal, State, and 
private teams only 76 workers had been 
found. Only last week, the farmers in 
the Watsonville area of California were 
told that they should go to Poplar Bluffs, 
Mo., for 650 available workers. Re
cruiters went there and found 13 peo
ple to interview, 3 of them children, one 
with a broken arm, and 2 of whom said 
they could not do the work, with the re
sult that a grand total of 6 workers was 
hired. Then the teams went to Spring
field, Mo., where they interviewed 17, of 
whom 14 were hired after 3 had rejected 
themselves. The teams are still trying 
to find 12 more workers in order to make 
up a 32-man bus. This is not good 
business. 

In summary, I can truthfully say that 
there has been a determined and ex
tremely costly effort made by all con
cerned, both Government and growers, 
to implement the Secretary of Labor's 
theories, and we must finally come to 
the inevitable conclusion that the plan 
will not work. Everyone seems ready to 
admit this and to do what can be done to 
repair the damage except the Secretary 
himself. The San Diego Union of Sep
tember 1 summarized the experiment 
very well, and I ask unanimous consent 
that this editorial be made part of the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was· ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the San Diego Union, Sept. 1, 1965] 
Too FEw BRACEROS IN STATE-MORE FARM 

LOSSES ARE FEARED 
In a candid but apt statement a California. 

farmer recently observed that officials seek
ing nonexistent American labor for farm
work would do more good if they went to 
work in the tomato fields themselves. 

It is a strong observation that has just 
enough validity to make a point worth not-
ing. 

The point is that in spite of top-level and 
continuous efforts since cancellation of the 
br:a.cero program, prematurely last December, 
there still is a severe and serious shortage of 
farm help. 

Recruiters seeking thousands of worke·rs 
throughout the Nation are finding only 
scores willing to work or available for em
ployment. In the meantime, crops worth 
millions of dollars have rotted in the fields 
because there was no help to pick them; 
the price of farm table food has risen dra
matically, and even Mexico has been hurt 
by losing the millions of dollars braceros 
returned to that nation each year. 

The situation is still the same today as the 
Oalifornia tomato crop approaches peak 
harvest. 

Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz now has 
belatedly authorized a total of 18,400 for
eign nationals to help harvest the late 
tomato crop. While it is a step in the right 
direction, it still is inadequate. By knowl
edgeable estimates at least 23,000 to 25,000 
braceros are needed to help harvest the 
tomato corps that are now on the vines. 

The dictatorial attitude of the Secretary of 
Labor, in refusing to permit the additional 
help, is unreasonable and beyond under
standing. It was only. last April that the 
Secretary assured California farmers that if 
they planted tomatoes he would guarantee 
the necessary help to pick them. 

On the basis of his word, California. 
farmers planted 116,000 instead of the 80,000 
acres of tomatoes they had planned. The 
116,000 acres, incidentally, is a sharp reduc
tion from the 143,000 acres of tomatoes the 
previous year. 

In spite of the reduced acreage, the labor 
to harvest the vegetable still is not available 
and no amount of official statements can hide 
the fact. 

The fact that there are fewer braceros 
working in the fields this year is not a matter 
of pride if it means that crops rot or that 
farmers plant less or move their operations 
to Mexico. 

If pressure from the farmers, housewives, 
and concerned people cannot move the ob
stinate Secretary of Labor the case must be 
brought to the President and Congress. 

As a first step, all possible steps must be 
taken to save the remainder of this year's 
crops in California. This will require at 
least several thousand additional braceros 
immediately. 

On a longer range basis Congress should 
institute some modified form of bracero pro
gram that assures U.S. nationals who want 
to work in the fields of first priority for jobs 
but does not exclude use of American neigh
bors if they are needed. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, the 
mathematics produced by the Labor De
partment would confound that most 
extravagant computer system. It has 
been pointed out with pride that there are 
10,000 to 15,000 more domestics on Cali
fornia's farms at one point this year than 
there were at the same t.ime last year. 
At the same time, however, there were 
40,000 to 50,000 fewer foreign workers. 
Considering that the Secretary himself 
admits that it takes 13 domestics to re
place 10 foreign workers-and our 
experience would indicate a much higher 
ratio-simple arithmetic will show that 
our farmers are short 50,000 or 60,000 
workers. 

What the Secretary's figures do not 
show also is that of the 12,000 to 15,000 
so-called domestics newly on our farms 
this year, many, perhaps all, are really 
Mexican nationals who are permitted in 
because of their special green cards. 
Nor do the Secretary's reports reflect the 
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fact that 17 employees of the employ
ment omce, which is responsible for com
piling figures on farm placement, have 
either resigned, been· dismissed, or fired 
becatise of admitted padding of their 
figures. This is a scandalous situation, 
the full extent of which has not yet been 
uncovered, I understand. 

For a moment, I should like to sum
marize the direct losses I have already 
mentioned: $15 million in tomatoes, $10 
·million in strawberries, $10 million in 
asparagus, and $2 million in citrus. 

It is not yet possible to obtain figures 
on melons, brussels sprouts, lettuce, 
peaches, pears, grapes, pickles, olives, 
onions, and all the rest of the specialty 
crops, but I assure you that the cost will 
be very staggering indeed. 

I ask permission at this point to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter from Sa
linas Strawberries, dated August 24, 
1965, the article from the September 
1965, California Farm Bureau Monthly 
concerning asparagus losses, and a tele
gram to me dated September 9, 1965, 
from Jack Bias, of the Grower, Shipper, 
Vegetable Association in Salinas. 
. There being no objection, the letter, 

article, and telegram were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

SALINAS STRAWBERRIES, 
Salinas, Calif., August 24, 1965. 

Hon. GEORGE MURPHY, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MURPHY: I think the follOW
ing statements will be indicative of what can 
happen to the tomato industry in California 
for 1965. 

Following, in brief, are the facts from Sa
linas Strawberries balance sheet and P. & L. 
as of June 30, 1965: 

1964 1965 

Current assets _________ $2, 283, 165. 00 $1, 225, 772. 83 
Current liabilities _____ $1,963, 942. 23 $516,231.09 

Sales: 
Freezer------------ $1, 583, 710. 24 $2, 121, 296. 00 
Fresh __ ----------- $3, 380, 254. 06 $1, 175,206.04 

Total sales ______ $4, 963, 964. 30 $3, 296, 502. 64 
Net income_----- ----- $732,429. 50 ($96, 860. 47) 
Cost per pound (all 

$.1379 $.1780 costs except G. & A.) 
Harvesting labor 

$.0820 $.1025 (only)---------------

Production, in pounds: 
11,312,216 10,962,622 Freezer------------

Fresh __ ----------- 13,815,669 4,442, 046 

TotaL---------- 25,127,885 15,404,668 

It is evident from these figures that 10 mil
lion pounds of strawberries went to pay for 
sociological experiments for the unemployed, 
and also in the complete unconcern by the 
Department of Labor for growers in Cali
fornia. 

We presented documented proof of need 
for supplemental help and were granted that 
help--4 weeks too late. 

Those 10 million pounds should have made 
12 m1llion pint baskets of berries which in 
turn should have fed 24 to 30 million school 
children breakfast on Sunday morning. 

However, they went to rot in the field. 
How much were they worth retail? Prob
ably 50 cents per pint in your supermarket 
in the spring. This is $6 million of gross 
revenue loss in the economy by one grower. 

I am appalled at what can happen to the 
tomato industry if they are treated as we 
were. 

Perhaps a best seller sequel to "Six Days 
in May" will be written called "Thirty Days 
in September." It could depict the collapse 
of an entire industry due to the whims of 
somebody either in, or behind, the Depart-
ment of Labor. · 

I hope this information can be of some 
use to you. 

Best regards, 
ToM McNAMARA. 

LFrom the California Farm Bureau Monthly] 
INADEQUATE SUPPLY OF LABOR THIS YEAR 

CRIPPLES AsPARAGUS INDUSTR~ 
(By Betty Yater) 

This year's inadequate supply of labor 
dealt a crippling blow to the asparagus in
dustry in this State regardless of what the 
Secretary of Labor says about there having 
been "no serious shortages" of labor and only 
"some small crop losses" thus far this year in 
California. 

Harvested asparagus acreage in the Sacra
mento and San Joaquin Delta area was ap
proximately 41,000 acres this year compared 
to 58,000 harvested in 1964. On the 41,000 
acres, growers harvested an average of be
tween 35 and 40 percent of the yield. 

This year's pack of white asparagus, which 
accounts for 60 percent of the crop annually, 
was less than half that of last year. This 
represents a minimum loss of $6.7 million to 
growers on white asparagus alone. 

Such acreage and dollar losses cannot be 
passed off as small. 

The California Asparagus Growers' Associ
ation, with headquarters in Stockton, has 
just completed an initial assessment and 
evaluation of the 1965 season which brought 
out the above figures. 

In expanding on the loss, Association 
Manager B111 DePaoli points out that aspar
agus beds don't start producing at their max
imum until their third year. Some beds w111 
remain top producers up to 10 or 12 years, he 
said. In order to keep the harvested acreage 
at about 60,000 high yielding acres, the grow
ers in the past have ripped out and replanted 
between 4,000 and 5,000 acres of older beds 
annually. 

However, with the outlook for an adequate 
supply of labor what it was in late 1964, De
Paoli stated that an association-conducted 
survey shows that growers plowed out 16.263 
acres last year and this acreage included 
many beds which were good producers. 

This brought the acreage to be harvested 
in 1965 down to 41,000 acres. Out of the 
41,000 acres, more than 16,000 went to farn 
or was either chopped, disced or reridged in 
hopes of receiving labor and was lost, the 
association manager stated. During the 1965 
season about 12,000 acres of white asparagus 
was harvested where normally 24,000 acres of 
white is harvested. And of that harvested, 
growers were able to get o1J about 35 to 40 
percent of the yield. 

"Not only that, but growers are wondering 
how much they have dam.aged the remaining 
beds," DePaoli pointed out. "Asparagus is 
never disced back after it has once gone to 
fern. However, with the .inadequate labor 
supply they had this year, the growers just 
couldn't keep up with the grass. It kept 
getting away from them and going to fern. 
In a desperate effort to try to salvage just a 
little more of the crop and cut losses, grow
ers were forced into the position of discing 
down asparagus which was well into the fern 
stage. We don't know how this is going to 
affect the plants--it could materially reduce 
the yield in coming years. Some of the fields 
l<Jok pretty sick right now." 

Continuing, DePaoli said that because of 
the 400 percent above normal plowout last 
year, the projected plowout for this year was 
expected to be on the low side. However, be
cause of the losses incurred during this year's 
harvest season, DePaoli stated that a grower 

survey just completed places this year's plow
out at a total of 12,000 additional acres-or 
an accumulated total of 28,263 acres for late 
1964 and 1965. 

"We're going into the 1966 season with 
about 30,000 acres-slightly over half the 
normal acreage of this crop," DePaoli said 
and sadly added, "It is a crop for which there 
is market demand. West Germany wants all 
the canned white asparagus we can ship 
her." 

LABOR AVAILABLE WAS COSTLY 
The asparagus growers not only were con

fronted with severe labor shortages, but their 
costs in using the labor that was available 
this year were very high, reports Nat Scatena, 
president of the Stockton Growers Group, 
Inc., a labor management organiza.tion which 
serves many asparagus growers in the area. 

Growers' labor costs in harvesting this 
year came close to doubling those of a year 
ago, Soatena said. The people available were 
inexperienced and required additional super
vision, their productivity was poor, and the 
grower had to guarantee a minimum of $1.40 
per hour. The attrition rwte on these work
ers was extreme. 

"The growers made every possible effort to 
find labor and tried everything that came 
along," the farm labor service president 
stated. 

Last year 4,013 braceros were used in the 
harvest. This past season only 981 foreign 
workers were allowed to harvest asparagus. 

Among the persons hired this year were 
day-haul workers; intrastate domestics re
cruited from Sacramento, Delano, and 
Bakersfield; and interstate domestics (both 
adult and youth groups) from Montana, 
Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Texas on which the 
growers footed the transportation costs. 

The average number of man-work-days per 
individual on the intrastate workers was 
2.7. To cite just a couple of the Stockton 
Growers Group's experiences with these men, 
on March 17, 15 men were received, on March 
22 only 3 remained. These departed 
March 28. Another group-this one of 20 
workers--was received March 20. On March 
25, just one remained. 

On their interstate recruiting, Scatena 
said on April 3, 66 Americ~n Indians of the 
Crow Tribe from Billings, Mont., were 
recruited and brought to Stockton at a trans
portation cost of $2,904.50. Because their 
deportment during nonworking hours was 
unacceptable to the neighborhood, on April 
13 the growers had to return those remaining 
at a transportation cost of $2,316. 

April 16, 72 Sioux Indians from Nebraska 
arrived on which the growers picked up a 
$3,520 transportation b111. An additional 
group of 36 arrived on April 20 with a trans
portation cost of $1,760; and the final in
crement of 10 Sioux arrived May 15 at a cost 
of $479. The personal and work habits of 
the Sioux were no better than those of the 
Crow, . Scatena asserted. Voluntary attrition 
was swift, however, and as of June 15, just 
one Sioux remained and was working, he 
added. 

One adult group of domestics (37) was 
recruited from Muskogee, Okla. Of this 
group, 6 departed without working at all; 
3 departed after 1 day's work; 2 departed the 
following day; 6 departed after 3 days' work; 
and after 6 days work, only 14 remained. In 
addition, Scatena commented, insobriety 
contributed to some no-work days. 

Trying to harvest with this type labor 
force was bedlam. The harvest normally 
lasts 120 days and starts in mid-February. 
However, the asparagus has to be cut every 
day or two during this period which means 
the growers must have a stable labor force. 

Losses of asparagus became so great that 
finally in mid-May the U.S. Department of 
Labor allowed the asparagus growers the 
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use of 481 Japanese nationals already in the 
State and gave its permission to import 500 
Mexican nationals. (Growers' records at the 
time showed a need for 2,000 supplemental 
workers.) 

It wasn't quite as easy to make the ar
rangements to bring in the Mexican nation
als as the Secretary of Labor had contended 
it would be. By the time the nationals did 
arrive in Stockton, in many instances it 
was just too late-the grass was too far 
along in the fern stage to be brought back. 

However, since the growers had contracted 
for the nationals, they had to take them and 
provide work. One of the growers inter
viewed-Joe Cechini, who with his three 
brothers started the season with 1,500 acres 
of asparagus-said they had an out-of-pocket 
loss of $50,000 this· year. Some of this was 
accumulated by trying to use braceros after 
the asparagus was too far gone, he said. 

CANNERS AND CANNERY WORKERS LOST 

Besides growers' losses, the canne:ries, their 
workers and suppliers lost money this year 
because of the lack of asparagus to process. 
Tri-Valley Growers, a growers' cooperative, 
reported deliveries of asparagus down this 
year to less than half that of 1964. Accord
ing to Phlllp N. Mark, Tri-Valley vice presi
dent, this resulted in income losses to work
ers, members, and suppliers of $1,372,000. 

A breakdown of these losses shows: 
1. Cannery workers lost $232,000 in wages, 

contract benefits, and payroll tax contribu
tions. 

2. Raw-product payments to growers were 
reduced $666,000. 

3. Purchases of cans were cut by $183,000. 
4. Purchases of shipping c_artons and 

labels were reduced by $35,000. 
5. Purchases of incidental goods and serv

ices were cut back by $36,000 from 1964 
levels. 

6. Losses to Tri-Valley and its members 
as a result of the cutback were calculated 
at $220,000. This amount would have been 
available to pay overhead charges and re
turns to members had this year's pack 
equaled last year's. 

A field representative of another canner 
reported that his cannery operated two 8-
hour and one 4-hour shifts per day last year 
during the asparagus pack. This year, be
cause they couldn't get the raw product, 
they were down to one shift per day-aver
aging between 6 and 7 hours. 

On the basis of statistics accumulated, 
the California asparagus growers estimate 
the loss to the economy resulting from the 
reduced asparagus harvest this year will 
amount to well over $30 million. 

GROWERS' REACTION 

As to the future, the asparagus growers 
are waiting to see how the Secretary of Labor 
handles the tomato harvest. If the tomato 
growers get adequate labor supplies, aspara
gus growers interviewed say they probably 
will try to harvest again next year. If the 
tomato growers suffer the same fate as the 
asparagus growers experienced earlier this 
year, the grass men say they will plow out 
additional acreages and get by the best they 
can until the crash program now underway 
gets a mechanical harvester into the fields. 

SALINAS, CALIF., 
September 9, 1965. 

Senator GEORGE MURPHY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Wish to inform you · present condition 
vegetable crops. Tomato harvest northern 
California greatly curtailed due lack .of har
vesting workers·. Some cannery employees 
harvesting in morning in order cannery can 
operate in afternoon. Estimated tomato loss 
presently 25 percent. Slowness Department 

of Labor certifying Mexican nationals 
caused great deal this loss. Original cer
tification for tomatoes northern California 
8,000. Before these workers could be re
cruited from Mexico, Department of Labor 
increased certification. Although Mexico has 
cooperated fully and expedited recruitment 
orders for first 8,000 workers will not be 
filled until September 11. Before growers 
can receive their inadequate allocation to
mato loss will be at least 35 percent. Central 
coastal area California provides large percent
age fresh market tomatoes this time of year. 
Tomato growers furnishing fresh market pro
duction down 40 percent due to lack of 
harvest workers. First Mexican national ar
riving presently earning $30 to $40 a day 
which proves rate of pay very adequate. 
Growers Farm Labor Association received 
certification from California Department of 
Employment for 950 tomato workers and 1,000 
strawberry workers on August 27. Depart
ment of Labor approved only 571 tomato 
workers. We will not receive any of these 
workers until September 12 due to recruiting 
procedures in Mexico. Strawberry harvest 
reaching peak of fall crop. Central Califor
nia needs at least 1,500 workers. September 
8 Department of Labor approved transfer 
500 Japanese and 61 Filipinos for strawberries 
taking them away from pickle and tomato 
harvest in Stockton area which is also suf
fering. We are more than pleased to re
ceive these workers, however, less than half 
number required. Brussels sprouts growers 
central coa.St area produce 90 percent of brus
sels sprouts for Nation. They are in need 
of 650 harvesters. Have not received cer
tification for any, resulting early crop loss. 
Other growers vegetables such as cauliflower, 
celery, carrots, lettuce, struggling with in
adequate harvest crews which is causing cur
tailed work union employees on packing 
sheds. We predict that with tremendous 
losses this year, acreage next year will be 
greatly curtailed resulting increased con
sumer cost. Presently price fresh tomatoes 
shipping point $5 which is at least double 
normal price, causing consumers to pay un
warranted high prices. Apparently Cali
fornia grower is forgotten man. 

JACK E. BIAS, 
Executive Vice President, 

Grower Shipper Vegetable. 

Mr. MURPHY. An article in the San 
Francisco Examiner of September 3 
quotes a high Teamster official as saying: 

Between 12,000 and 20,000 members of our 
union have been thrown out of work this 
summer by a decrease in farm production 
• • • many growers reduced their acreage in 
fear that they would be unable to get their 
crops harvested. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. It would seem that the figures 
of the Teamsters Union and of Secretary 
Wirtz are somewhat in disagreement. 

There being no objection, the· article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CANNERY UNIONIST SAYS: "BRACERO CURBS 

COST JOBS" 

(By Ray Christiansen) 
For every bracero requested by a California 

grower and rejected by the U.S. Department 
of Labor, a California cannery worker has 
lost his job. 

"Between 12,000 and 20,000 members of our 
union have been thrown out of work this 
summer by a decrease in farm production,'' 
it was reported yesterday by Peter andrade, 
chairman of the Teamsters' Western Cannery 
·council. 

"Many growers reduced their acreage in 
fear that they would be unable to get their 
crops harvested,'' he explained. 

"Some of these and others who actually 
expanded their acreage this year were un
able to harvest more than a fraction of their 
crops. 

"With a shortage of field laborers, we don't 
know how we're going to come out in the 
tomato harvest." 

SIXTY THOUSAND ACRES LEFT 

Andrade, a Teamster International orga
nizer, said there were 116,000 acres planted 
to tomatoes in California this year. 

"Between 24,000 and 25,000 acres may be 
harvested by machine, and 30,000 acres by 
the Mexicans who have been permitted to 
come in,'' he said. "That leaves some 60,000. 
a.cres to be harvested by domestic labor.'' 

Andrade pointed out that the Teamsters 
Union had recommended a gradual phaseout 
of the bracero program and had opposed the 
abrupt termination voted by Congress. 

DOWN 40 PERCENT 

A spokesman for the California Processors 
& Growers Association said: 

"We estimate that the tomato pack will 
be down 40 percent this year. You can imag
ine the seriousness of this loss in wages 
when you realize that the tomato pack repre
sents 70 percent of the farm products proc
essed in California canneries." 

The State Department reported yesterday 
that there is an immediate need for 14,000 
additional tomato pickers in northern Cali
fornia. 

The Department also reported that north
ern California growers, at the end of August, 
were employing 149,480 seasonal domestic 
(American) workers and 520 foreigners, com
pared with 142,780 seasonal domestic workers 
and 44,590 foreigners last year. 

BIG NUMBER LOST 

But the total number of farmers, unpaid 
family workers, regular employees and sea
sonal workers employed in agriculture last 
week was only 282,810-down a whopping 
38,000 from August of 1964. 

In other words, a 44,000 reduction in the 
number of braceros resulted in the creation 
of 6,700 farm jobs for Americans and the loss 
of more than 12,000 jobs for California can
nery workers, truckdrivers, container em
ployees and others. 

Les Hubbard, spokesman for the Council 
of California Growers, said the 38,000 job loss 
figure, of course, did not include employment 
losses in such allied industries as trucking, 
containers and freezing. 

Mr. MURPHY. It is, in short, a simple 
demonstrable fact that Mr. Wirtz' ex
periment to increase domestic employ
ment on our farms has been a terrible, 
costly failure and that, in fact, by de
stroying agricultural production, he has 
reduced jobs in California this year. 
With 1% million jobs in California de
pendent upon agriculture, the potential 
mischief which could be caused by a con
tinuation of the Secretary's policies is 
horrifying. The Secretary has also 
added to the age-old problem of illegal 
entry into California from Mexico, the 
full extent of which has not yet been 
assessed. I do have a letter from the 
Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization Service indicating a 50-
percent increase in the number of so
called wetbacks who have been returned. 
to Mexico in the first half of this year, 
and I ask unanimous consent that that 
letter be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 
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There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, IM
MIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1965. 

Hon. GEORGE MURPHY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MURPHY: In response to your 
recent letter, control of the Mexican border 
has become more difficult in recent months. 
The number of deportable Mexican aliens 
found along the Mexican border during the 
period January 1, 1965, to June 30, 1965, was 
30,623 compared to 19,474 during the same 
period of the previous year. Nevertheless the 
Service has been able to cope with the situa
tion and control of the border is being 
maintained. 

The 1966 fiscal year budget contains no ad
ditional funds or positions for this purpose 
and no additional funds or positions are ex
pected to be included in the 1967 fiscal year 
budget. 

Sincerely, 
RAYMOND F. FARRELL, 

Commissioner. 

Mr. MURPHY. I would also point out 
that many of our farmers have given up 
trying to exist under the Department of 
Labor and have already moved to Mex
ico-never to come back, taking with 
them badly needed jobs and millions of 
dollars of payrolls. This, of course, has 
a bad effect on the balance-of-payments 
situation which has been so much dis
cussed in this Chamber. 

I submit that if I had not seen it I 
would never have believed it. Millions of 
tons of tomatoes, strawberries, asparagus 
rotting for want of hands to harvest it. 
There was . no question of wages, Mr. 
President. A good man can earn $20 
to $40 a day on our farms today. There 
was no question of willingness of the 
growers to cooperate. They spent thou
sands of dollars in an experiment they 
knew would not work simply because 
they were afraid of reprisals if they did 
not go along. Many farmers had been 
assured on the word of the Secretary 
himself that there would be no labor 
shortage in tomatoes-"go ahead and 
plant" they were told, and when they 
needed 25,000 workers for the harvest the 
Secretary grudgingly permitted only 
8,000 at first and then later on when the 
pressure of politics entered the picture 
he added another 10,400 workers-and 
these, I might point out, are not yet in 
California-another case of "too little, 
too late"-so that one county has already 
lost almost half of its entire tomato crop. 

And now, the worst news of all. We 
come to the inevitable conclusion that 
this fall and winter the housewives 
of America will have to pay for this 
unfortunate blunder every time they go 
to the market. The blunder is -too big to 
be hidden, too important to be ig
nored, and too serious to be allowed to 
continue. 

Mr. President, we have watched with 
dismay the experiment and I feel the 
time has come to call a halt and return 
the control of supplemental foreign labor 
to officials who know the facts of agri
culture and are willinp: and able to assess 
the situation properly. As the distin-

guished Senator from Florida has so well 
stated, this is a problem of agriculture. 
The Secretary of Agriculture should have 
the responsibility and the knowledge to 
get the job done properly. I, therefore, 
urge all of my colleagues--on both sides 
of the aisle-not just the Senators from 
the 29 States who use foreign labor
but those from all States in the Union
because we all represent housewives and, 
most of all, we all want to do what is in 
the best interests of our Nation, and I 
do not believe an objective analysis of 
this year's events can leave any doubt 
that the best interest of the Nation is 
to be served by the retention of the 
amendment of the Senator from Florida, · 
and a negative vote on the amendment 
entered by the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 20 minutes to 
the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
hope the Bass amendment to strike out 
section 706 of the pending bill will be 
defeated. 

When I first began corresponding with 
Secretary of Labor Wirtz on this prob
lem back in March, the Secretary was 
confident he could recruit enough domes
tic workers to harvest the crops both on 
the west and east coasts without admit
ting any of the Mexican and offshore 
pickers who formerly were brought in 
under the bracero program. 

But since that time the Secretary has 
had to break down and admit the failure 
of his domestic recruiting program in 
several instances. 

First, he agreed to let California bring 
in about 2,500 Mexicans to try to save 
the strawberry and asparagus crops, and 
I am informed that he has more recently 
authorized a much larger number to pick 
tomatoes. Later he agreed to let about 
700 Canadians cross the line to pick ap
ples in New England. 

Similarly, in Virginia, the Labor De
partment started out on the assumption 
that it could find enougb domestic un
employed in surrounding States to pick 
apples now ready to be harvested. But 
last Friday the Department again ad
mitted failure by authorizing the impor
tation of 300 foreign workers for the 
Shenandoah apple crop. 

Although there are about 600 domes
tic apple pickers now in Virginia from 
other Southern States, they are reported 
to be not too happy with the life of an 
apple picker, and, from what I hear, they 
are not very proficient at it. 

I would like to read a letter from one 
of my constituents, who knows something 
about the problem and who wrote me as 
follows: 

Frederick County Fruit Growers' Associa
tion. 

In his first letter to me on March 9, 
Mr. Wirtz said: 

We are convinced that domestic workers 
will work in agriculture if satisfactory wages 
and working conditions are provided. 

What this apparently means is that the 
Labor Department may be able to induce 
enough domestic unemployed to go out 
into the country and do harvesting work 
for which they have no experience, if the 
growers will sustain the loss resulting 
from their lack of training. 

I should like also to read part of a 
letter Delmer Robinson, Jr., chairman of 
the Virginia State Apple Commission, 
wrote to President Johnson last March. 
He wrote as follows: 

Canadian apples come into our country 
picked by foreign workers to compete with 
our apples. Mexican onions and strawber
ries picked by foreign workers are available 
now to American consumers. Bananas and 
meat grown by foreign workers arrive dally 
at our ports to compete with American-grown 
products. 

Promoters bring in entertainers, such as 
the Beatles, and movie and stage actors from 
foreign countries to work where Americans 
are av,ailable . . Foreigners populate our ma
jor league baseball and hockey teams. Many 
jockeys on our major race tracks are from 
other lands. 

These people are applauded for their work. 
They take Inillions of dollars owt of our land. 
Yet are they any better for America than 
the mundane apple picker, cane cutter, or 
vegetable worker who is also an expert in 
his field? 

We all know that in recent years there 
has been an exodus of workers from the 
farms to the cities, and this has occurred 
in Virginia as well as other parts of the 
country. 

One large apple producer informed me 
that, according to Census data, the num
ber of farmworkers in Virginia declined 
more than 44 percent during the decade 
ending in 1960. This producer estimated 
that in the past 5 years there has been a 
reduction of at least an additional 25 
percent. 

On March 18, I sent Secretary Wirtz 
an editorial which pointed out that for 
years 40 percent of Virginia fruit has 
been harvested by off -shore Bahamians; 
that 1,000 Bahamians were employed last 
season to harvest apples in just two Vir
ginia counties of Frederick and Clarke, 
and the adjoining West Virginia county 
of Jefferson. The editorial also pointed 
out that it would take 4,000 unskilled do
mestic workers to do the same job, and, 
of course, 4,000 domestic workers in that 
area are not available. 

On August 25, I forwarded to Secre
I have followed in the newspapers your ef- tary Wirtz the estimate of Charles S. 

forts to secure an adequate picking force for Toan, executive secretary of the Fred-
Virginia apples. The Secretary of Labor may . 
say that they should be given an opportunity enck County Fruit Growers' Association, 
to learn how to pick apples, but you can't that Virginia would need 5,000 workers 
teach old dogs new tricks, and the so-called to harvest the current crop. In that 
pickers I saw were too old ever to learn. letter I said to the Secretary: 

They were averaging 20 bushels a day. Since your present top estimBite of the 
Good pickers can average up to 150 bushels number of apple harvesters that you can 
a day. At the going rate of 15 cents a bushel, bring into Virginia is only 500, why can't you 
these pickers pick $3 worth in 8 hours, for now authorize Virginia growers to bring in 
which we have to pay them at $1.15 an hour, up to 2,500 foreign apple pickers? That wm 
a total of $9.20, so we are losing at the rate still leave a demand for five times as many 
of $6.20 a day. No doubt, in due course, . domestic pickers as I think you will be able 
these figures will be presented to you by the to furnish. The picking season for some 
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types in Virginia will commence in early 
September, and it takes about 2 weeks to 
make the necessary arrangements to import 
workers from Jamaica or other off-shore is
lands. 

Millions of dollars are at stake in a labm.' 
movement experiment which has not panned 
out in other areas and which is not going to 
pan outt in Virginia, West Virginia, or any 
other apple State of the Atlantic seabooa'd. 

Mr. President, you can see from Mr. 
Toan's estimate that the decision of the 
Secretary to let us bring in 300 is another 
case of too little and too late. 

I have just been informed by J. Eldred 
Hill, Jr., commissioner of the Virginia 
Employment Commission, that his office 
made a final request for a total of 900 off
shore workers on a staggered basis, of 
which 300 have been approved. Virginia 
will need 350 more on September 18, so 
they can go to work on September 20. 
We will need 250 more as the crop in
creases, on September 25 to go to work on 
September 27. 

These estimates assume that the do
mestic workers who have promised to 
come through our State recruitment 
show up. The Labor Department has 
promised to review Virginia's situation 
toward the end of this week, but that 
would be too late. The Department 
should be reviewing it now if we are go
ing to get the next group of 250 on time. 

Virginia needs almost 1,000 off-shore 
workers right now. 

Mr. President, the sum total of the 
whole matter is this; The Department 
of Labor has been tried and found want
ing in the matter of furnishing the tech
nical advice with respect to the number 
of foreign workers needed to harvest row 
crops and fruit in this country. 

The Senate ought to defeat the motion 
of Senator BAss, of Tennessee, and 
thereby keep in the bill the committee 
provision sponsored by Senator HoLLAND, 
of Florida, transferring to the Depart
ment of Agriculture jurisdiction over 
the number of farmworkers to be im
ported for this seasonal work. 

This is · a logical transfer of authority 
because Agriculture deals with farm 
problems, while the Labor Department 
deals with industrial problems. 

Anyone who thinks that an industrial 
worker would be just as good on a farm, 
or that an unemployed city boy who has 
never had any experience in anything 
can be any good as a farm worker, just 
has never done any farmwork. 

Successful farms are not operated by 
men without brains; successful farm
work is not done by men without train
ing. The Department of Agriculture is 
close to the growers of fruit through the 
operation of our land-grant colleges, our 
extension service, our county agents, and 
our crop reporting service. 

All these services are Government 
workers, just as are the workers in the 
Department of Labor, but they have 
dealt with farm problems and have been 
trained to do that type of work. And I 
am convinced that the Department of 
Agriculture could do the necessary job 
for one-tenth of what it has cost to do 
an inefficient job by the Department of 
Labor. 

Since this was a new activity for the 
Department of Labor it asked for a 
budget in this current year to recruit 
workers of $40 million. To me that was 
simply an astounding amount to recruit 
workers to harvest citrus fruits in Flor
ida; row crops, lemons, dates, and toma
toes in California, and apples in New 
England and the Middle Atlantic States. 

But was that enough? It certainly 
was not. We have recently passed a bill, 
when the budget year is only 2 Y2 months 
old, giving the Department of Labor an 
additional $1.7 million for this work. I 
am not at all sure that early next year 
the Department will not ask for another 
large supplemental appropriation, un
less, of course, we transfer this function 
to Agriculture. 

And, to me, another astounding fact is 
that when the Appropriations Commit
tee had under consideration the request 
for a supplemental amount of $1.9 mil
lion-which was cut to $1.7 million-to 
locate the unemployed in one section and 
transfer men to another section for farm
work, I asked for a report on what had 
been accomplished up to this time. 

I got one report which the experts on 
our committee staff said was absolutely 
meaningless. I insisted on another re
port and finally got one which attempted 
to enumerate the number of workers 
who had been recruited, but which 
showed nonreliable statistics as to who 
actually went to any particular job) and 
how long they stayed after they got 
there. And, of course, the report showed 
nothing on the crops that had been lost 
through failure of the Department to 
furnish the domestic workers as it had 
promised to do. 

An indication of how big that loss has 
been in California has just been given 
us by our distinguished colleague from 
that great State, Hon. GEORGE MURPHY. 

In the Appalachian area of Virginia, 
Maryland, and West Virginia we have 
an exceptionally fine apple crop. In 
spite of some drought, the quality of that 
fruit is good and the size of the crop is 
above average and, with the current 
rains, it is daily improving. But, unless 
we can get enough workers to pick those 
apples the growers in the Appalachian 
area will suffer heavy losses. 

For a bushel of apples that go into the 
commercial market as U.S. No. 1's the 
growers this fall will probably receive 
$2.50 or $3 a bushel. If those apples 
drop to the ground and then go to the 
canners and to the cider plants, the 
growers will get $1 a bushel or less. 

This all adds up to one of my favorite 
Thomas Jefferson maxims: "If we have 
to look to Washington . for advice as to 
when to sow and when to reap, we will 
soon lack bread.'' 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK]. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I 
support section 706 as it is included in 
the bill. I do so because I have made 
a fairly extensive investigation, not only 
following along on the groundwork done 
by the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLAND] and the Senator from Cali-

fornia [Mr. MuRPHY], but by following 
up suggestions from ·my own State. 

I have received a series of letters in 
response to inquiries I made of the Colo
rado Department of Employment and 
various companies. I think the letters 
will prove to be important so far as the 
overall debate is concerned. The first 
letter I received was from the Depart
ment of Employment of the State of 
Colorado. I shall read a portion of it for 
the understanding of all Senators. It is 
helpful in determining the merits of the 
amendment now being considered: 

Farmers are reluctant to use school youth 
in caring for, handling, and harvesting their 
crops. 

Most farmers feel that the guarantee of 
$1.30 per hour to these workers is tinreason
.able and they would rather divert the plant
ing of their land to crops other than those 
demanding large numbers of workers, than 
to depend upon school youth, particularly 
at the high wage established by the Secre
tary. Last year under the 90-cent-per-hour 
criteria established by the Secretary of 
Labor, three pilot crews of school youth were 
used. In order to make this possible, I con
tacted the Great Western Sugar Co., Holly 
Sugar Co., and Western FoOds and asked 
them if they would underwrite any differ
ences between the amoun,t school youth 
earned and the 90-cent-per-hour rate. All 
of these companies mentioned had to make 
up a rather sizable deficit. When this was 
brought to the attention of the Federal offi
cials their reply was that these young people 
had not been properly supervised and moti
vated and since under the Secretary's criteria 
it was the responsib11ity of the farmer to 
employ individuals who would properly 
supervise and motivate these workers, it 
would be necessary that we endeavor to work 
youth in the fields. There are some firms 
who are willing to employ the youth but not 
any large numbe.r of youth have been used. 
There are some areas in the State where 
some firms have used youth this year, as in 
the past, but these instances are few and 
scattered. 

If conditions are normal next year, and if 
we have a normal spring, we will have very 
serious labor problems. 

Mr. President, I was sent an article 
entitled "Buffalo Macaroni Firm Buys 
Tomatoes in Portgual," which was pub
lished in the July 31 issue of the Packer. 
The article was sent to me by a friend, 
Mr. John Ewing, who is prominent in 
agriculture at La Salle, Colo. 

This clipping is entitled "Buffalo Mac
aroni Firm Buys Tomatoes in Portugal.'' 
It states in part as follows: 

Due to restrictions on Mexican pickers, 
there either aren't going to be as many to
matoes processed in California this year, or 
the price is going to be out of line. So 
Horace Gioia, president of Gioia Macaroni, 
has been shopping in Europe for tomatoes. 

Mr. Gioia is just back from Portugal and 
he says he'll buy about $150,000 worth of 
Portuguese tomato products this year, the 
closest thing he can find to California's. 
While he was there, . he said, he ran into 
other big tomato shoppers like Campbell 
Soup, literally being forced to spend their 
money abroad and found that H. J. Heinz 
even has set up a plant in Portugal. 

This is all because of the problem that 
we are having in obtaining a sufficient 
number of laborers to harvest, plant, 
thin, and cultivate the agricultural crops, 
which have overwhelmingly surpassed 
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the technological development of any 
other country in the world. 

I have received a letter from the Holly 
Sugar Corp., which does business not 
only in my own State, in which its home 
offices are located, but also all over the 
country. 

In reply to my letter, the vice presi
dent for agriculture of that corporation 
says, in part: 

Farmers in western Colorado did reduce 
their beet plantings this season, even below 
the limitations of the Sugar Act program, 
because of the uncertainties of the labor sup
ply as well as the increased costs and con
fusion created by the Secretary of Labor's 
criteria. The necessary $1.30 per hour earn
ings guarantee for beet field workers in Colo
rado, together with the uncertainty of the 
quality and productiveness of such labor, 
caused quite a number of our growers to · 
drop their beet acreage allotments and turn 
to other crops not requiring hand labor. 

Beetfarmers were not willing to accept the 
organized youth programs for their labor 
needs because of the apparent unwillingness 
of these young people to do sugarbeet field 
work, and their productivity did not seem to 
warrant the payment of the required guar
anteed hourly wages. The overhead costs of 
the training and supervising necessary in 
such programs was too great to be added to 
the farmers' other operating costs. There 
are a few examples of good work perform
ance when young people could use their own 
initiative to arrange their groups and work
ing conditions at piecework rates. 

The uncertainties and obvious conflicts in 
the rules publicized by the Department of 
Labor and by the USDA Sugar Division 
caused a number of farmers to give up sugar
beet growing entirely, at least for the 1965 
season. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask 
that I may be permitted to continue for 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is recognized for 
1 additional minute. · 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I am 
also in receipt of a letter from the Safe
way Stores, Inc. This letter is from Mr. 
Robert Campbell, president of the Den
ver division of Safeway Stores, Inc. 

The letter reads in part as follows : 
Upon receipt of your letter, I directed in

quiries to our personnel who work in this 
area. Needless to say, they expressed great 
concern regarding the migrant labor situa
tion. They reported that produce had "rot
ted in the fields" due to lack of labor and 
that in some instances inexperienced help, 
both in the fields and grading sheds, con
tributed to the damage. Of course, as you 
know, time is a very important element in 
harvesting such crops and the product is lost 
if labor is not available. 

As you indicated in your letter, there are 
other factors which contribute to the in
crease in the price of vegetables. For exam
ple, bad weather. One of the veterans in the 
business said that this is "the worst year 
in 30 to 40 years." 

I hope this Information will be helpful to 
you in your evaluation and I, too, look for
ward to seeing you this fall. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the clipping and letters to 
which I have referred may be printed a.t 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
and letters were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

BUFFALO MACARONI FmM BUYS TOMATOES 
IN PORTUGAL 

BUFFALO, N.Y.-The Federal Government is 
oomplex and sometimes its policies get in 
the way of each other. 

In the interest of solving the balance-of
payment problem, the Government wants 
individuals and business to spend fewer dol
lars outside the country. At the same time, 
in hope of putting more unemployed Califor
nians to work, the Government has tight
ened restrictions on importation of harvest 
workers from Mexioo. 

Caught in the squeeze between these two 
government desires is Buffalo's $5 million a 
year Gioia Macaroni Co. which uses nearly 
2,000 tons of tomatoes and tomruto paste a 
year and usually gets the kind if needs in 
California. 

Due to restrictions on Mexican pickers, 
there either are not going to be a.s many to
matoes processed in California thds year, or 
the price is going to be out of line. So 
Horace Gioia, president of Gioia Macraoni, 
has been Slhopping in Europe for tomatoes. 

Mr. Gioia is just back from Portugal and 
he says he'll buy about $150,000 worth of 
Portuguese tom8Jtoes products this year, the 
closest thing he oan find to C'alifornia's. 
While he was there, he said, he ran into 
other big tomato shoppers like Campbell 
Soup, litel'lally being ·forced to spend their 
money abroad and found that H. J. Heinz 
even hM set up a plant in Portugal. 

HOLLY SUGAR CORP., 
Colorado Springs, Colo., August 2, 1965. 

Hon. PETER H. DOMINICK, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DoMINICK: This is in reply 
to your letter of July 21 to Mr. Dennis 
O'Rourke regarding the effects of farm labor 
problems on om current sugarbeet acreage. 

Farmers in wes·tern Colorado did reduce 
their beet planting this season, ·even below 
the limitations of the Sugar Act pi'ogram, 
beoause of the uncertainties of·the labor sup
ply as well as the increased costs and, confu
sion created by the Secretary of Labor's cri
teria. The necessary $1.30 per hour earnings 
guarantee for beet field workers in Colorado, 
together with the uncertainty of the quality 
and productiveness of such labor, caused 
quite a number of our growers to drop their 
beet acreage allotments and turn to other 
crops not requiring b.and labor. 

Beet farmers were not willing to accept the 
organized youth programs for their labor 
needs because of the apparent unw111ingness 
of these young people to do sugarbeet field 
work, and their productivity did not seem to 
warrant the payment of the required guaran
teed hourly wages. The overhead costs of 
the training and supervising necessary in 
such programs was too great to be added to 
the farmers' other operating costs. There 
are a few examples of good work performance 
when young people could use their own ini
tiative to arrange their groups and working 
conditions at piecework rates. 

The uncertainties and obvious conflicts in 
the rules publicized by the Department of 
Labor and by the USDA Sugar Division caused 
a number of farmers to give up sugarbeet 
growing entirely, at least for the 1965 season. 

The critical importance of maintaining 
maximum beet plantings to preserve the 
beet sugar industry in western Colorado is of 
serious concern to the farmers who are con
tinuing to plant their own full allotments. 

Holly growers in western Colorado have re
duced their beet plantings by some 1,200 to 
1,500 acres because of labor problems. How
ever, the overplantings by certain farmers 
who are trying to maintain the sugar indus
try have held the net·loss of acreage to about 

8 percent of the total western Colorado area 
allotment. 

Our beet growers have made some good 
progress in their effective use of improved 
seed, planting methods, chemical weed oon
trol, and mechanization, but they must have 
a dependable supply of the still necessary 
field labor, at reasonable costs, if they are 
going to continue to plant sugar beets. 

This problem is of serious importance to 
Holly Sugar and to its contract beet growers 
in western Colorado. It also applies, with 
particular emphasis, in California and in 
Wyoming where we are also confronted with 
significant beet acreage reductions this year 
because of field labor problems and costs. 

Very truly yours, 
GLEN W. YEAGER, 

Vice President, Agriculture. 

SAFEWAY STORES, INC., 
Denver, Colo., August 13, 1965. 

Mr. PETER H. DoMINICK, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR PETE: Thank you very much for your 
letter of August 5 inquiring about the lack 
of "stoop" labor as it involves such products 
as beets, tomatoes, potatoes, etc. 

Upon receipt of your letter, I directed in
quiries to our personnel who work in this 
area. Needless to say, they expressed great 
concern regarding the migrant labor situa
tion. They reported that produce had 
rotted in the fields due to lack of labor and 
that in some instances inexperienced help, 
both in the fields and grading sheds, con
tributed to the damage. Of course, as you 
know, time is a very important element in 
harvesting such crops and the product is 
lost if labor is not available. 

As you indica ted in your let1.;er, there are 
other factors which contribute to the in
crease in the price of vegetables. For ex
ample, bad weather. One of the veterans in 
the business said that this is the worst year 
in 30 to 40 years. 

I hope this information will be helpful to 
you in your evaluation and I, too, look for
ward to seeing you this fall. 

Sincerely, 
R. L. CAMPBELL, 

Vice President. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. FANNIN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the courtesy of the Senator from 
Louisiana in permitting me to make a 
statement in behalf of the amendment. 

I commend the distinguished Senator 
from Florida for his informative remarks 
on the continuing farm labor problem. 

I shall support section 706 of the farm 
bill, which is sponsored by the Senator. 

Surely the experience of the past 
months has proved that the Secretary of 
Labor is more concerned with union 
positions than he is with the practical 
results of his administrative policies. 

Philosophy is a fine thing, Mr. Presi
dent, but it will not cultivate or harvest 
perishable food crops. 

In his zeal to upgrade the wages and 
working conditions of domestic migrant 
labor, the Secretary of Labor has appar
ently overlooked the basic fact that mil- · 
lions of American consumers also de
serve consideration. For that matter, so 
do the individual growers of such items 
as cantalopes, onions, tomatoes, and 
other produce. 

A melon field under a blazing hot sun 
at harvest time-when timing and han-
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dling spell the difference between profit 
and loss-is no place to wage a social 
revolution by the stubborn insistence of 
Federal bureaucracy. 

With the expiration of Public Law 78, 
the Department of Labor confidently as-

.sured agricultural employers that suffi
cient numbers of willing and able work
ers could be produced-at the right times 
and places-to meet all needs. Against 
the better judgment of men with life
time experience in these rna tters, Mr. 
Wirtz said imported labor was no longer 
needed. In the beginning this was not 
apparent. · 

The record is now in from many parts 
of the Nation, Mr. President, and that 
record shows clearly that Mr. Wirtz was 
wrong in many instances. 

The Department of Labor, indeed, 
managed to produce large numbers of 
potential workers. But their inexperi
ence-and in many cases, their lack of 
motivation or willingness to work
brought about a s~vere decrease in pro
ductivity. 

This is particularly true in some areas 
of my State of Arizona, where there is no . 
substitute for the experienced kind of 
stoop labor so essential at harvest time. 

Melons must be .Picked carefully and 
at the proper time, for example, and 
when that moment comes, there is not 
t ime to run a training course for people 
who are out in the field for the first time. 

In all of the turmoil and argument on 
this issue, one significant point has been 
overlooked. During the hearings last 
year relative to the expiration of Public 
Law 78, the Department of Labor stressed 
the fact that millions of unemployed 
adults were available and eager to take 
over the jobs being handled by braceros 
from Mexico. 

The Department did not mention stu
dents as a source of field labor at that 
-time. Then came the end of the bracero 
program, and we suddenly were tol~ that 
teams . of hardy teenagers were gomg to 
save the day. 

With all due respect to the so-called 
A-teams, Mr. President, I submit the 
record has demonstrated that students 
are limited in their ability to meet the 
rigors of stoop labor. 

There were some exceptions, of course, 
but I am informed that most of the grow
ers are sadly disillusioned by their ex
perience with the students as field hands. 
The brutal truth of the matter is that 
this is hard, hot, and demanding work
and it requires strong, mature, and ex
perienced adults to do it. 

Nearly all of the produce growers in 
my State are realistic and farsighted 
enough to know that permanent return 
fully to the bracero days just is not going 
to happen. 

They also are a ware that many of these 
crops may eventually be bred into vari
eties which can be machine cultivated 
and harvested, but that day is not here 
yet. 
· Meanwhile, during this interim period, 

the Department of Labor-in my judg
men~is taking a very short-sighted ap
proach in its consideration of the prob
lems faced by growers of perishable 
crops. 
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These growers, whether they are large 
or small, are engaged in the most basic 
kind of free enterprise economy. By and 
large, they have thoroughly proved their 
ability to put an abundance of the 
world's best food onto the table of the 
American people-and at a price within 
the ability of nearly everybody to meet. 

If we expect them to continue to place 
fresh produce on our tables economically, 
the Federal Governmen.t must realize 
and accept the necessity of imported ex
perienced farm labor to meet peak sea
sonal needs. 

This alone would be enough reason to 
support the position of the Senator from 
Florida. . 

I support this amendment of the farm 
bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. 'Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 5 
minutes. . 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I sup
port the Holland proposal, which is in
cluded in the committee bill. I do so for 
a number of reasons and I shall try to set 
them forth in a series. 

First, this issue involved in the dis
pute that is now taking place on the 
Senate ftoor is one primarily affecting 
the farmers and not the labor unions. 

Second, the immigration bill under 
which imported labor would be brought 
into our country requires that they be 
brought in only when there is a finding 
that they are necessary to supply a farm 
labor want. 

Third, the bringing in of farm work
ers from foreign countries does not mean 
that they will remain here permanently 
as a force competing with domestic labor. 

Those are the primary reasons why I 
support the Holland amendment. 

Now I should like to discuss some 
paradoxes which appear to me to be 
connected with the Bass amendment. 
' Several months ago, on the ftoor of 

the Senate and the House of Representa
tives, there was debated the necessity of 
establishing an Urban Affairs Depart
ment in our Government. It was argued 
by the proponents of that measure · tha.t 
urban affairs are of a peculiar, unique 
nature, and therefore require a depart
ment separately manned by experts pos
sessing knowledge of urban affairs. 

That bill was passed. In the dispute 
pending on the ftoor today, however, it is 
said that the supply of labor to the 
farmer is primarily one concerning the 
labor unions, and not the farmers. 

We are taking away, if the Bass 
amendment is adopted, the right of those 
who are fully informed to determine how 
this issue shall be settled. The Farm 
Bureau of the United States, the Grange 
of the United states, and other agencies 
contend that the present procedure, in 
which the Secretary of Labor determines 
what shall or shall not be recommended 
to the Attorney General, is wrong. 

If there is anyone informed about 
what should be done, it seems to me 
that :tt should be the Secretary of 
.Agrlculture. · 

Is the Holland proposal fair? Does it 
take any powers away from the Secre-

tary of Labor? The answer is that it 
does oot. Every power of the Secretary 
of Labor remains intact. All that , the 
Holland proposal does is give to the 
Secretary of Agriculture the authority 
and the power to determine, firs't, how 
many workers are needed to supply a 
want of the farmers; second, the num
ber of workers available; and, third, the 
deficiency. That is all that it ·does. I 
cannot understand how it can be argued 
that that function should be performed 
by the Labor Department and not by 
the Department of Agriculture. Is there 
anything more closely rela:ted to the 
economy of the farmer than the need 
for an adequate supply of labor? His 
whole sustenance, his whole life depends 
upon the planting, the cultivating, and 
the final harvesting of his crops. This 
means farmworkers related to the farm 
economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. May I have 1 more 
minute? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the Sena
tor from Ohio 1 additional minute. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. He is the one who is 
primarily interested. ThiS is an agri
cultural problem. It is not a problem of 
labor unions, and for that reason, the 
authorilty to determine whether there 
is or is not an adequate supply should 
be vested in the Secretary of Agriculture, 
and not in the Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes on the bill to the Sen,a
tor from Kansas. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the 
Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 is an 
act of much disagreement but all those 
who have studied this measure will agree 
on one point, and that is that this is a 
most complicated measure. Title I deals 
with wheat, title II with feed grains, title 
III with rice, title IV with wool, title V 
with cropland adjustment, title VI with 
cotton, and title VII provides for several 
miscellaneous provisions. 

I direct my remarks, Mr. President, to 
the title dealing with wheat, but in so 
doing, I attempt to deal not so much with 
the specific provisions of this title, but 
rather with what I consider to be the 
fundamental problemr of the wheat pro
ducer, that is, the problem of greater 
world markets for wheat. 

Mr. President, every wheat program to 
date has been keyed to the U.S. domestic 
market. This market, however, is rela
tively stable in size. Yet we can pro
duce vastly more wheat than we alone 
can absorb. Under these circumstances 
excess wheat production in relation to 
our own needs drives the price of wheat 
down. To avoid this, Federal wheat 
programs have been attempting to limit 
production, raise prices, and bolster farm 
incomes through the use of acreage al
lotments, production limitations, and 
price supports. 

The important point is that only the 
size of the U.S. domestic market has fig
ured in the formulation of domestic 
wheat programs. The export market 
has been, unfortunately, ignored. Yet 
new and expanded markets abroad mean 
greater demands for U.S. wheat. And as 
dollar sales of wheat increase in reSponse 
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to these markets the need for limitations 
on production and price supports could 
be relieved. 

The increase in U.S. wheat production 
would, undoubtedly, lower the price of 
wheat in the United States. But if in
creased sales abroad were great enough 
they could more than offset any fall in 
the price per bushel-the net result be
ing an . increase in farm income. And 
income per farmer is the important 
thing. 

Mr. President, Kansas has a vital stake 
in wheat sales abroad. In the 1963-64 
season: 

Kansas produced 185 million bushels 
of Hard Red Winter wheat. 

The United States exported 656 mil
lion bushels of Hard Red Winter wheat 
and flour-more than was produced in 
the entire United States in that year. 

As the largest producer of Hard Red 
Winter wheat, Kansas produces primar
ily for foreign markets. 

Thus, while agricultural statistics show 
that wheat exports are up these same 
statistics show that our dollar earnings 
are down. 

Prior to World War II, Western 
Europe was the only major area of the 
world which bought wheat from other 
nations. Since World War II, Asia, 
Africa, and Latin Am~rica have joined 
Western Europe as wheat importers. 
Today only two major areas of the 
world-North America, the United States 
and Canada; and Oceania, New Zealand 
and Australia-are a:ble to produce more 
wheat than their populations require. 

Asia, Africa, and ·Latin America con
tain 2 billion of the world's 3 billion peo
ple. By the year 2000, their combined 
population will increase another billion. 
Unable to feed themselves now, they 
will need to buy even more wheat from 
surplus wheat countries. Potential for
eign markets _for U.S. wheat are great 
and growing greater. 

U.S. exports of all types of wheat and 
flour approached 860 million bushels in 
the 1963-64 season-an all-time high. 
Only 350 million·bushels-less than one
half-were sold for dollars. In the cur
rent year, dollar sales of wheat to other 
countries will fall to only 150 million 
bushels-a 15-year low. 

Thus, in the face of rising U.S. wheat 
exports, sales of wheat to foreign coun
tries for dollars are actually decreasing. 

Now, both public and private efforts
such as those of Great Plains wheat
have been directed toward expanding 
foreign markets. But the major factor 
in expanding wheat exports over the past 
decade has been the food for peace pro
gram. Exports under this program, how
ever, are paid for by the U.S. Treasury 
and not by the nation receiving wheat'. 

As the Senate well knows, the United 
States and a purchasing country enter 
into an agreement cinder the Food for 
Peace Act. The purchaser -buys the 
wheat from private U.S. wheat dealers. 
The U.S. Treasury ·pays the private 
wheat dealers, in dollars; for the wheat 
sold. The purchasing country then pays 
the U.S. Treasury in its local currency 
for the purchase. The local currency 

cannot be converted to dollars but must 
be used for U.S. Government expenses 
for loans to the government which pur
chased the wheat. 

As the Senate also knows, great 
amounts of wheat can be sold abroad in 
this manner. But these sales are lim
ited because they must be financed by 
the Treasury and paid for by the tax
payers. 

Mr. President, if food for peace pro
vides the explanation for increasing 
wheat exports, several stumbling blocks 
account for declining wheat sales abroad 
for dollars. Since exports under food 
for peace are limited, the future of U.S. 
wheat exports is in our ability to sell 
more wheat in foreign markets for dol
lars. 

In discussing very briefly these stum
bling blocks, I must, of necessity, depart 
from the bill which is the pending 
business, but I do not depart from the 
real problem involved. For example, 
Mr. President, I think it most· necessary 
that we take a long, hard look at the In
ternational Wheat Agreement. Major 
wheat importing and exporting nations 
are members of this agreement. The im
porting nations agree to buy a stated per
centage of their wheat from the export
ing nations within an established price 
range. 

This agreement provides that the Unit
ed States and Canada agree to withhold 
wheat from the world market until the 
price reaches a certain point in the es
tablished price range. Since these two 
great nations account for the vast ma
jority of wheat sold under the agreement, 
they are practically able to stabilize the 
price of wheat. Yet while the United 
States and Canada withhold wheat and 
wait for the price to increase, other ex
porting nations sell at a lower price. We 
are thus faced with a leftover market. 
And we have sold less wheat this year to 
the agreement countries than in any year 
since 1949. 

The international wheat agreement 
extended for 1 year must be modified 
to assure the United States of its proper 
share of the wheat market. If this can
not be arranged, Mr. President, there is 
little practical reason for us to continue 
as a member of the agreement. 

As what may seem to be a further di
gression, I would direct the Senate's at
tention to our tariff negotiations as they 
affect wheat exports. The Trade Expan
sion Act of 1962 gave the President·broad 
powers to negotiate lower tariffs for 
American exports. Current negotiations 
in Geneva--the Kennedy round-be
tween the United States and European 
Common Market countries are a result 
of that act. 
· The countries of the Common Market 
are our biggest foreign customers for in
dustrial and agricultura1 products. If 
Common Market tariff barriers to U.S. 
go,ads could be lowered, our sales to those 
countries would increase significantly. 
So far the European countries have re
fused to discuss agricultural tariffs. Add 
to this the fact that the Common Market 
1s attempting to become self-sufficient in 
grain production behind a high tariff 
wall, and the future of American wheat 

sales to those countries appears bleak in
deed. 

The administration must make a de
termined effort to include agricultural 
tariffs in the negotiations. To do less is 
to sacrifice our most important foreign 
agriculture market. 

Mr. President, another of the so-called 
stumbling blocks may have been par
tially removed and I refer to the matter 
of export credit. West Europe has the 
dollars to buy U.S. wheat. The under
developed nations of the world do not. 
Credit arrangements for dollar sales of 
wheat to underdeveloped countries are 
a necessity if we are to increase these 
sales. 

The governments of other wheat ex
porting nations provide such credit. 
The Government-backed Wheat Mar
keting Board of Canada, for example, 
extends credit to underdeveloped coun
tries for the purchase of Canadian 
wheat. Canadian producers thus re
ceive payment immediately from the 
Wheat Marketing Board. The purchas
ing country pays back the Wheat Mar
keting Board over a period of years. No 
comparable service is available for pri
vate U.S. exporters. 

This year the Senate Commerce Com
mittee held hearings on the Export Ex
pansion Act of 1965. While no bill was 
reported it. now appears that the Export
Import Bank has taken administrative 
actions which would provide for greater 
:flexibility in financing sales to countries 
with risky credit ratings. It is my hope 
that the Export-Import Bank will now 
move forward to equalize America's posi
tion on the extension of credit as com
pared with other exporting nations. 

Another handicap to the wheat ex
porter is that of cargo preference 
statutes and executive orders. 

Under the Cargo Preference Act of 
1934, any export of American goods as
sisted by Federal financing arrange
ments-Export-Import Bank credit, for 
example-must be shipped in American 
vessels. American costs far exceed the 
world average. Consequently, the price 
of U.S. wheat delivered by American 
ships is significantly higher than that 
shipped in foreign vessels. 

Cargo preference may benefit the 
shipping industry by giving it more busi
ness. But it does so at the expense of 
U.S. wheat sales abroad. If the Export
Import Bank should expand its credit 
provisions as mentioned above, we may 
still lose sales to other nations because of 
the cargo preference provision. 

It is my understanding that pursuant 
to the action of the distinguished ma
jority leader, the Committee on Foreign 
Relations will now consider whether or 
not it is the sense of Congress that if 
commercial exports are not required to 
be shipped in American vessels to the ex
tent of 50 percent of the cargo,. then that 
same limitation shall be removed from 
agricultural products. This would be a 
step forward in eliminating the cargo 
preference which has been a severe 
handicap to the wheat exporters. For 
as I have stated before the cargo prefer
ence seriously limits the ability of . the 
United States to sell wheat to poor na-
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tions who are extremely sensitive to 
price. This policy should be revised. 

Total farm income is of great impor
tance to the Nation. It is of even greater 
importance to Kansas. If that income 
increases, the Nation benefits. If it falls, 
the Nation suffers. With this in mind, 
the Government became involved in 
agriculture three decades ago attempting 
to assure the farmer a healthy and grow
ingincome. 

The key, I would suggest to the so
called farm problem so far as wheat is 
concerned, is increased dollar exports. 
Markets abroad must be developed in 
order to ease present production limita
tions. 

Mr. President, the world is hungry and 
growing hungrier. No country has been 
able to match American productivity and 
abundance. Yet our productivity is 
presently shackled. Kansas and the Na
tion have much to gain by looking abroad 
for increased wheat outlets. 

Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator yield 
for 5 minutes? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Texas. · 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the pro
vision of the bill we are now considering 
would place responsibility for the avail
ability of farm labor in the hands of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, where, in my 
opinion, it has always belonged. 

The determinations are, of course, pri
marily agricultural ones. Certainly the 
Department of Agriculture has more de
tailed knowledge of the production and 
harvesting of crops which may be ad
versely affected in an extremely short 
period of time by weather, market con
ditions, labor, and transportation avail
ability and the like. 

As well as detailed knowledge of these 
conditions that I have referred to, care
ful judgment is of corresponding impor
tance. This detailed knowledge and 
c.areful judgment are much more likely 
to come from the Department of Agri
culture, which is by its very nature more 
conversant of problems and needs. 

Let us consider briefly the qualifica
tions of the Agricultural Department to 
assume this responsibility. The organi
zation for making necessary decisions is 
well established, with its county agents 
and committees throughout the Nation. 
Specialists in virtually every field are 
available, colleges and extension services 
are available, a Federal-State market 
and new service crop reporting service 
are presently maintained. 

And I feel with the transfer of respon
sibility called for in this provision would 
go a long way toward eliminating much .. 
of the conflict we now have between the 
farm community and the Federal Gov
ernment. Just the very fact that the 
Secretary knows more about farm prob
lems and needs will, I believe, make for 
better relations between farmers and 
Government. 

Much confusion and much conflict has 
arisen under present law. The amend
ment adopted by the committee will 
lessen this confusion and : conflict. · · 

I have introduced this year' a bill which 
would leave this farmworker determina-

tion up to the chief agricultural official 
of each individual State. I believe this 
would be the best solution, because the 
needs of the States vary widely. 

However, until that proposal· can be 
adopted, it certainly is a step in the right 
direction to get Federal agricultural offi
cials into the act, rather than the Labor 
Department. 

Mr. President, we find ourselves in the 
present trouble because we were per
suaded by some union leaders and some 
economists that we could help resolve our 
domestic unemployment problem if we 
got rid of bracero labor. This is not true. 
We cannot take a laid off industrial 
worker out to the fields to do stoop labor. 
He is not competent to do it, he does not 
want to do it, and he will not do it. 

We have been told that some of the 
rioting which occurred recently in Los 
Angeles occurred because people were 
angry because they did not have jobs. Yet 
only a few miles away, in the fielas of the 
great fertile State of California, there 
were crops rotting because there was no 
one to harvest them. 

Mr. President, it is foolish to think we 
are going to help our domestic employ
ment situation, because we are not, and 
the economics of that contention are ab
solutely false. What we are going to do 
is kill off our ·domestic fruit and vege
table industry. We are going to send it 
to Mexico and to other places. We are 
going to kill off the packing plants which 
can for export purposes. We are not go
ing to create new jobs in this country. 

Furthermore, we are going to compel 
the housewife to pay more for her gro
ceries in the market. It does not hurt a 
wealthy family to pay an additional 10 
cents for a head of lettuce, but the work
ingman who must work for a fixed wage 
will pay in the long run, if we do not _ 
have a bracero program, because his food 
will cost him more. 

We are not helping the workingmen 
of the country by pursuing the course 
outlined by the Secretary of Labor. It is 
mandatory, if we are to preserve the fruit 
and vegetable industry, the cotton in
dustry, and other crop industries, and if 
we are to preserve the packing industry 
and also maintain stable prices, that we 
adopt the pending amendment. We are 
much more likely to achieve these re
sults and have the program operated in 
a viable and effective manner by giving 
this authority to the Secretary of Agri
culture, who has the facilities for de
termining the actual needs in the 50 
States, than by giving the authority to 
the Secretary of Labor. 

I urge the adoption of the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I wonder if 
we could enter into an agreement fixing 
the time for a vote. I believe I have 
about 12 minutes remaining. I am about 
ready to vote, and I wonder if the chair
man of the committee is ready to vote. 
I wonder if it would be agreeable to 
allot 15 minutes to a side, and thus wind 
up the debate. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have no objection. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to have 

4 or 5 minutes to summarize my argu-
ment. · 

Mr. BASS. Five minutes would be 
sufficient for me. I therefore ask unani
mous consent that the vote on the pend
ing amendment come 10 minutes from 
now. 

The PRESIDING .OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Chair kindly state what ac·tion has 
just been taken? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the Senator from 
Tennessee has made a unanimous-con
sent request that the Senate vote on the 
pending amendment in 10 minutes' time, 
5 minutes to be allotted to the Senator 
from Tennessee and 5 minutes to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Fine. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to me 
briefly? 

Mr. BAS'S. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. JA VITS. I wish to express my 
support of the Senator's amendment. I 
have been participating in the struggle 
with relation to braceros for a long time. 
I served on the subcommi-ttee with the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMs] 
with regard to migratory workers, and 
I believe that we should give the present 
plan proper considera.tion as to whether 
it can or cannot work. we -should not, 
in my judgment, try to change the base. 
I shall support the Senator's amendment. 

Mr. BASS. I thank the Senator from 
New York for his support of my amend
ment. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me 
point out exactly what the amendment 
would do. 

It would have the effect of transfer
ring the authority for making it harmful 
for the needs of nonfarm labor, immi
grant labor, coming into the United 
States. We are not talking about farm 
labor. If · we were talking about full
time farm labor, there would be no prob
lem, but w·e are talking about the sea
sonal needs of labor brought in as im
migrants into the United States to work. 

The Secretary of Agriculture doos not 
have the facilities or the personnel to 
determine where additional nonfarm 
labor exists, its availability and seasonal 
use therein involved. 

It has been interesting for me to note, 
and I have listened attentively ·to the 
entire debate--

The - PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Tennessee has 
expired. , 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The . 
Senator from Tennessee is recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, all the dis-· 
cussion in:volved has pointed, not to the 
provision of the law which I seek to strike 
from the bill, or the provision in the 
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bill, but to reinstating the old bracero 
program, a program which Congress 
voted out of existence. This provision 
does not deal with the bracero program. 
This is dealing with the administration 
of migrant workers. 

In iny opinion, what is being attempted 
by the provision in the bill is to rein
state the bracero program. Evidently 
the sponsors . of the bill feel that they 
can use the back door apPToach to rein
state a program which Congress voted 
out, .by getting someone who might be, 
in their opinion, more sympathetic to 
the idea of bringing in immigrant work
ers. That is not what is involved in this 
provision of the law. 

Accordingly, let us not try to reinstate 
a program through the back door which 
Congress has stated emphatically and 
affirmatively was wrong, was adminis
tered wrong, and should be stopped. 

Mr. President, I believe that the Secre
tary of Labor will be sympathetic toward 
the problems of migrant workers, at· the 
same time trying to protect the domestic 
workers in this country in meeting the 
need of seasonal employment which they 
might not get in certain areas. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield me 5 
minutes? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we 
are dealing with farm labor-not with 
full-time farm labor but with farm 
labor. If anyone knows how an un
skilled laborer can handle a machete in 
the cutting of sugarcane, or a 45-foot 
ladder in climbing orange trees to pick 
the oranges, he would realize that 
those who do know how are farm laborers 
and quite skilled in their particular line 
of work. That would also apply to other 
kinds of employment, such as the pick
ing of apples and other fruits, which re
quires skill and experience. 

Mr. President, I am concerned about 
this problem, because the Secretary of 
Labor has been so idealistic 1n his ap
proach. 

This ·is what he says in his justifica
tion for his recruiting system: 

The task is now expected to be rendered 
singularly more dimcult, since it will be 
directed toward the complete transition from 
foreign to domestic labor. 

Mr. President, · the Secretary had no 
such mandate. He has no tight to go in 
that direction. The Appropriations Com
mittee invited his attention to that, and 
stated as follows: 

The Department should be prepared, when 
it appears to testify before this committee 
on the pending 1966 supplemental for addi
tional funds under Public Law 414, to in
form the Senate of the specific pla.ns which 
will be used to prevent future crop loss, et 
cetera. 

No such specific information was 
given. 

What is happening to us is that people 
continue with this unfortunate and un
satisfactory policy of the Secretary of 
Labor. We cannot stand idly by and see 
that occur. .· 

I have heard much aboUJt what labor is 
saying. I wonder whether the Senate 
knows that on April 24, 1962, George 
Meany, speaking for the AFL-CIO, sub
mitted to the Secretary of Labor a mem
orandum brief, which I hold in my hand, 
and which I ask unanimous consent to 
have placed in the RECORD in full. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE BRITISH WEST INDIES AGRICULTURAL 
LABOR PROGRAM 

(Submitted to the Secretary of Labor by· 
President George Meany of the AFL-CIO) 
It is estimated that over 330,000 foreign 

workecrs a-re employed in the UnLted States 
each year as supplementary la-bm- in areas 
where the·u.s. Department of Labor has cet"
tified a shorta-ge of domestic worke,rs. . The 
average number of British West Indies 
(B.W.I.) workers employed during each 
month of 1962 was 6,976 with a high of 10,267 
on December 31 a-nd a low of 2,917 on July 
31. These workers earned gross wages of 
$14,694,522 and of this $2,137,219 was trans
mitted to the West Indies fior the savings ac
counts operated by the Governments on be
half of the workers. Analysi15 of the foreign 
exchang·e transactions of the V~a~rious banks 
shows that similar amounts were se-nt by the 
worken; as diroot remittances to their fam
ilies or to their commercial bank accounts. 

These earnings show thfc!Jt the United 
States is making a substantial aid contri,bu
tion to the West Indies at no cost to the 
American taxpayer, at no ' loss of self-respect 
to the West Indi,ans, but merely as a fair re
turn for a fair day's work on the part Oif law
abiding and ambi:tious West Indian workers. 

The gairuful employment of West Indian 
workers on American farms constitutes a 
subsrbantial reHef to the serious West Indian 
unemployment problem where, for exa-mple, 
in Jamacia the rate is ae high as 18 percent. 

About 95 percent pf the foreign national 
agricultural workers in the United States are 
Mexicans, whose prograxns are administered 
by a treaty between the United States and 
Mexico and under Public Law 78, which was 
recently extended by .Congress for 2 years 
ending December 31, 1962. The other workers 
are admitted under the provision of the 
McCarran-Walter Act, Public Law 414, and 
these progra:ms are administered without 
expense to the U.S. Government; in the case 
of the British West Indies a contract and 
work conditions are negotiated each year 
between representatives of the West Indies 
Government. and representatives of the Amer
ican farmers. 

In February 1962 the Department of Labor 
issued a bulletin concerning the entry of 
Mexican · agricultural workers into this 
country. This bulletin states that Mexican 
workers should not remain in the United 
States for a period exceeding 9 months and 
that the majority of Mexican workers must 
return after working 6 months. 

Although arrangements for Mexican work
ers under Public Law 78 has no bearing on 
the B.W.I. program, the Secretary of Labor 
has applied the restriction against farm ma
chine operation by Mexican nationals to 
the B.W.I. and has been endorsing certifica
tions to this effect. It stands to reason that 
the Secretary is likely to apply the 9-month 
limitation to the British West Indies. This 
would destroy continuity of employment and 
make it extremely difficult to recruit men 
for the Midwest and Northern Sta-tes for a 

short season if these workers knew they 
would have to return home at the end of 
that season. It would alsq make it impos
sible to transfer workers from Florida to the 
Northern States. This would be a consider
able hardship to the economy of the West 
Indies, particularly Jamaica which supplies 
more than 75 percent of the B.W.I. workers. 

The workers of the British West Indies in 
the United States typically work in Florida 
from late spring or early summer, and are 
then transferred to Connecticut and the 
Midwestern States of Wisconsin, Indiana, 
Iowa, .and· Minnesota. When the summer 
harvest has been completed they are trans-
ferred back to Florida. · 

Through such transfer operations it was 
possl:ble, up to 1957, to obtain continuous 
employment for fairly large groups of men. 
However, during 1958 mechanization of the 
pea and corn harvests in the Midwest had 
grown to such proportions that there was a 
considera-ble reduction in the number of 
workers transferred to tha-t are,a, and that 
number has been further reduced each year 
since for the same reason. It is still pos
sible, however, to send workers to Connecti
cut for tobacco during April a-nd May; to 
send a few hundred men to the Midwest in 
June; to recruit more men for the Septem
ber !llpple harvest in New York; the tomato 
harvest in India-na in late August and early 
September; and t·o the fruLt harvest in Mich
igan during early September. These workers 
are transferred, at the end of the harvest 
period, back to Florida. 

It is well known toot the·standa-rds of the 
B.W.I. program improve the lot of domestic 
workers in regard to housing, workmen's 
oompens·ati:on, and racial matters. The 
British West Indies Central La-bor Office 
ma-intains a ratio of 1 liaison officer to 900 
workers. These officers a-re responsible for 
seeing tha-t the terxns of employment are 
satiSifaotory, that the contractual obligations 
are honored both by the employers a-nd by 
workers. 

The large camps in Florida in which West 
Indian workers are housed provide infir
mar-ies, and it is interesting that, while the 
U.S. GovernmEmt is now attempting to de
velop a group insura.nce poHcy to protect 
domestic migrant workers against accidents 
or" sicknesses whioh a-re nonoccupaJtional, the 
B.W.I. program provided such protection for 
West Indian workers as far back as 1948. 
Thi·s poLicy illlCidentally, provides better med
ical, hospital, and firuw.ci'a:l benefits to the 
workers tha-n are proposed in the U.S. Gov
ernmenrt schemes. Full workmen's compen
sation protection in accord'run.ce with tha-t 
given to industrial workers is required for aU 
B.W.I. workers and no employment is 8ip
proved unless there is suc:h protection. This 
requirem.ent protects Amerioa.n workers em
ployed by the same farmers as West Indians, 
because the domestics receive the workmen's 
compensation benefits. Here aga-in the work
men's COinipensa-tion provision provides more 
benefits for the B.W.I. workers than are re
quired by law for Mexica-n national workers, 
despite the treaty between the two govern
ments concerned. 

The racial problem in many areas has been 
eased by the presence of B.W.I.'s. For ex
ample, a director of laJbor 1n one of the 
Southern States commented publicly, at a 
1958 Nrutional Farm Lrubor Oonference, that 
when B.W.I.'s worked in a neighborhOOd it 
beca-me easier for American Negroes to enter 
that neighborhood and obtain gainful em
ployment. 

The Secretary of Labor has the authority 
to make exemptions in the B.W.I. program.. 
The AFL--CIO urges that he allow the B.W.I. 
workers to rema-in, as at present, on a year
round basis. The Department osf La.bor, 
through local, State, and regional employ
ment services, has to be satisfied tha-t there 
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is a shortage of domestic workers before they 
will certify the need for foreign la,bor. If 
this shortage is so certified, there should be 
no hesitation in allowing B.W.I.'s to remain 
on a year-round basis, either with one em
ployer or with more than one employer on 
trans·fers. 

The Government of Jamaica would not be 
opposed to a treaty s·imUar to that between 
Mexico and the United States, and 1-t is be
lieved that most of the American employers 
would not be opposed to such action. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, Mr. 
Meany very clearly favors importation of 
British West Indian laborers. He was 
talking about them in particular, to the 
effect that they were not hurtful to the 
labor supply in this country. 

I shall not read the memorandum in 
full, but just one quotation, .as follows: 

The Secretary of Labor has the authority 
to make exemptions in the B.W.I. program. 
The AFL-CIO urges that he allow the B.W.I. 
workers to remain, as at present, on a year
round basis. 

He was talking, then, more directly to 
get them in on a year-round basis. We 
do not make such a request. 

Mr. President, that was Mr. Meany's 
position in 1962. Therefore, it was the 
position of the AFL-CIO. He says fur
ther in this able memorandum: 

The gainful employment of West Indian 
workers on American farms constitutes a 
substantial relief to the serious West Indian 
unemployment problem where, for example, 
in Jamaica the rate is as high as 18 percent. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt that 
organized labor, as represented by Mr. 
Meany, asserts that this is a helpful mat
ter, one of mutual aid. Senators will 
realize that if they read the letter where 
we give dollars for labor honestly ren
dered in this field. 

I have already inserted in the RECORD 
an editorial from the Jamaican news
papers showing their hostility. 

I should like to read one paragraph or 
two from a letter received from the port 
director of the Port of Palm Beach dis
trict in ·west Palm Beach, Fla., who has 
been in Jamaica with a group of busi
nessmen, in which he comments on the 
complete change in the situation there, 
how hostile they are to our people, and 
how much they have depended on our 
agricultural employment. Then he gives 
this picture of their hostility, which I 
believe will speak louder than any words 
of mine on this subject: 

On our drtve across Jamaica, we saw many 
instances of open hostility. · Even members 
of military convoys would shout harsh re
marks at us. Workers along the highway 
would frequently shake their fists at · us as 
we drove by. Merchants in small stores were 
very surly even though we presented a cash 
sale. This was not the attitude which I met 
last February on a similar trip. At first, I 
was inclined to charge it up to our position 
in Dominica; however, I was told by my 
Jamaican friends that most people supported 
that action. It was the travel and labor 
restrictions coming on the heels of one an
other that caused the reaction . . One man 
told me that, in his opinion, we have pushed 
the people of the Caribbean closer to Castro 
than they have ever been. 

Let us realize that this unfortunate, 
idealistic approach is not based upon any 
real understanding of the problem. As 

adopted and applied by the Secretary 
of Labor, it is hurting. It is also hurt-

. ing our foreign relations. It is hurting 
in our friendship with our good neigh
bors, whose workers have come into this 
country periodically to work for us and 
have been pleased at their employment 
here. It is hurting the growers of perish
able commodities. It is hurting the 
housewives of this country. It is hurt
ing in that it is the cause of the removal 
of workers from our Nation, as producers, 
as taxpayers, into the islands in the 
Caribbean. It is hurting in cutting down 
the total supply of our perishable prod
ucts by saying that we should end it by 
letting the Secretary of Agriculture, who 
has the know-how, prescribe the number 
which are needed by our people. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I believe 
I have 1 minute remaining. Is that cor
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. · The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. BASS. Let me say in closing that 
I disagree with respect to the issue being 
raised by my friend from Florida. If 
there is a problem, it should be studied 
separately, and special legislation should 
be handled, as has been done historically 
by the Congress. This is nothing but a 
ba;ckdoor approach to trying to reinstate 
the bracero program. 

The vote about to be taken is to strike 
out a section of the bill which should 
not be here in the first place, and, sec
ondly, is the wrong approach to this prob
lem. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, my 
State has a direct interest in the farm 
labor question. Traditionally, Canadian 
workers have been recruited to help with 
the harvesting of potatoes and apples. 

This year we have gone through a 
careful review of the program as it op
erates in Maine· and we have endeavored 
to meet the objectives of the Secretary . 
of Labor in expanding opportunities for 
American workers to obtain these har
vesting jobs. 

I am in agreement with the Secre
tary's objectives. I believe we should 
make every effort to recruit American 
workers for farm jobs before we seek 
foreign labor. I believe we should do 
everything we can to insure better wages 
and working conditions for American 
farm workers. 

At the same time, I have had questions 
about the Secretary of Labor's approach 
to the problem, this year. In the be
ginning of his efforts to curtail the im
portation of foreign laborers, there was 
a tendency to be arbitrary in calling for 
drastic reductions in the use of foreign 
labor. There was the clear implication 
that he planned to eliminate this source 
in 1 year. There was a disruption of the 
farm labor market as a result of the vig
orous prosecution of his aims and some 
farmers have been hurt. None of us, I 
am sure, is happy over these conditions. 

On the basis of our experience in 
Maine, however, it is clear that the Sec
retary of Labor has adopted a more 
realistic attitude toward the farm labor 

problem. When we were able to demon
strate that there were not sufficient do
mestic laborers available the Secretary 
authorized importation of Canadian 
workers. 

I would not want the Secretary to 
abandon his .objective of expanding job 
opportunities and improving working 
conditions for American workers, on the 
farm as well as in our factories. But, 
while he pursues his objective, he must 
give realistic attention to the needs of 
our farmers for a dependable supply of 
workers. He should consult with appro
priate agencies, including the Depart
ment of Agriculture, in setting adminis
trative guidelines. 

I appreciate the intention of the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLAND] to prevent a recurrence of the 
difficulties which we encountered this 
year. I disagree with the remedy he of
fers. I do not think it is administra
tively sound to place a labor supply and 
working condition question in the hands 
of the Secretary of Agriculture or any 
department or agency head other than 
the Secretary of Labor. The Secretary 
of Labor has this basic responsibility un
der many acts of Congress and his De
partment has the pers·onnel and the ad
ministrative system to handle these ques
tions. We should not change a basic ad
ministrative system simply to modify or 
correct a single policy matter. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
have decided to support the Bass motion 
to strike the Holland amendment. 

I do so because I believe the approach 
offered by that amendment if! not the 
best .one to achieve our objective of en
couraging a better handling of the farm 
labor problem, and because I believe that, 
the Secretary of Labor will give more at
tention to the problems of farmers in 
future harvesting seasons. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I yield back 
the remainder of my time, and I am 
ready to vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAss] to 
strike out section 706 of the committee 
amendment. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that the 

Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. RIBI
COFF], the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. RussELL], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE] are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY], and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. RIBICOFF] would each 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Lou
isiana [Mr. LONG] is paired with the 
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Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Louisiana would vote "nay" 
and the Senator from Minnesota would 
vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab
sent on official business .of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
ScoTT] is absent on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] would 
each vote "nay." 

The yeas and nays resulted-45 yeas, 
45 nays, as follows: 

Ba.rtlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Olark 
Douglaa 
GruenLng 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 

Aiken 
All ott 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Carlson 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dkksen 
Dodd 
Dominil.ck 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 

(No. 253 Leg.] 
YEAS--45 

Hlll Mondele 
Inouye Monroruey 
Jackson Montoya 
Javlts Moss 
Jordan, N.C. Muskie 
KeDJnedy, Mass. Nelson 
Kennedy, N.Y. Pastore 
Long, Mo. Pell 
Magnuson Proxmire 
Mansfield Sparkmam 
McGee Symington 
McGovern Tydings 
Mcintyre Williams, N.J. 
McNamara Yarborough 
Metcalf Young, Ohio 

NAYS--45 
Fannin Murphy 
Fong Pearson 
Fulbright Prouty 
Hayden Randolph 
Hickenil.ooper . Robertson 
Holland Russell, Ga. 
Hruska · Saltonst all 
Jordan, Idaho Simpson 
Kuchel Smathers 
Lausche Smith 
McClellan Stennis 
Milleir Thurmond 
Morse Tower 
Morton Winiams, Del. 
MUD!dt Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING-10 
Anderson McCarthy Scott 
Bennett Neuberger TaJ.madge 
Gore Ribicofr 
Long, La. Russell, S.C. 

There was a recapitulation of the vote. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 

for the regular order. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. There has 

been no announcement as yet. ·-
On this vote there are 45 yeas and 

45 nays. The Chair votes "yea." 
So Mr. BAss' amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. . 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the motion 
to lay on the table. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, what is 

the question before the Senate? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 

is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen
ator from Rhode Island to lay on the 
table the motion by the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. BASS] to reconsider the 
vote · by which the Bass amendment was 
agreed to. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that the 

Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the · 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], the 
Senator from Wyoming [MJ·. McGEE], 
the Senator_from Connecticut [Mr. RIBI
_coFF] , the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. RussELL], and the Senator from 
Georgia EMr. TALMADGE] are absent on 
official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. McCAR
THY], and the Senator from Oregon 
.[Mrs. NEUBERGER] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if presented 
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Wyoming 
EMr. McGEE], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the Senator from 
Connecticut EMr. RIBICOFF] would each 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LoNG] is paired with the Sen
ator from Minnesota EMr. McCARTHY]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Louisiana would vote "nay" and the Sen
ator from Minnesota would yote "yea.'' 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent on official business of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
ScoTT] is absent on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScOTT] would 
each vote "nay.'' 

The result was announced-45 · yeas, 
44 nays, as follows: 

Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Douglas 
Groening 
Harris · 
Hart 
H8rtke 

Aiken 
All ott 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Carlson 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd . 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 

(No. 254 Leg.] 
YEAS--45 

Hill Monroney 
, Inouye Montoya 
Jackson Morse 
Javits Moss 
Jordan, N.C. Muskie 
Kennedy, Mass. Nelson 
Kennedy, N.Y. Pastore 
Long, Mo. Pell 
Magnuson Proxmire 
Mansfield Sparkman 
McGovern Symington 
Mcintyre Tydings 
McNamara Wllliams, N.J. 
Metcalf Yarborough 
Mondale Young, Ohio 

NAYS--44 
Fannin 
Fong -
Fulbright 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Ho~a.nd 
Hruska 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
McClellan 
Mlller 
Morton 
Mundt 
Murphy 

PeMson 
Prouty 
Randolph · 
Robertson 
Russell, Ga. 
Saltonstall 
Simpson 
Smathen; 
Smith 
Stentnds 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

NOT VOTING-11 
Ande~on McCarthy Russell, S.C. 

Scott 
Talmadge 

Bennett McGee 
Gore Neuberger 
Long, La. Ribicoff 

So Mr. PASTORE's motion to lay on the 
table Mr. BAss' motion to reconsider the 
vote on the Bass amendment was agreed 
to. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
announces the appointment of Senator 
BENNETT to be a delegate to the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency Confer
ence to be held in Tokyo for 2 weeks be
ginning September 21, 1965, in lieu of 
Senator HICKENLOOPER, WhO Will be un
able to attend. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE AC"r 
OF 1965 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 9811) to maintain farm 
income, to stabilize prices and assure 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov
ernment costs and promote foreign trade, 
to afford greater economic opportunity · 
in rural areas, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 438 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 438. I ask unani
mous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with, but that 
the amendment be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. The amendment 
is as follows: 

At the end of the bill add a new title as 
follows: 

"TITLE VIU-DAIRY 

"SEc. 801. The Agricultural Adjustment 
Act, as reenacted and amended by the Agri
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
as amended, is further amended by adding 
at the end of section ac ( 5) the following 
new subparagraph (H) : 

" '(H) Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this section, providing: 

"'(i) for allocating, or providing a method 
for allocating, to each producer under a 
marketing order, a share of the total sales of 
milk received from producers classified in, 
and subject to the minimum price or prices 
applicable to, the highest use classification 
or classifications under the marketing order 
and such reserves of producer milk as may 
be found essential ~ thereto, which share shall 
be determined on the basis of total deliveries 
of milk made by each such producer during 
the year 1964, or such other representative 
period as the Secretary may prescribe in the 
order as more appropriate, due allowance 
being.made in the provisions of the order for 
(a) abnormal conditions, (b) hardship cases, 
and (c) producers under the order engaged 
in milk production at · the time provisions 
hereunder are incorporated in the order but 
who did not produce milk during all or part 
of the representative period. Dairy farmers 
who were producing and marketing milk 
prior to the date when provisions hereunder 
were incorporated in the order and who were 
not on such date delivering milk as pro
ducel's under the order shall upon becoming 
producers under the order be provided, with 
respect to milk delivered under the order, 
allocations on the same basis as those who 
were producers under the order when such 
provisions become effective: Provided, That 
if any dairy farm of such a dairy farmer has 
been transferred to another person and no 
allocation based on deliveries from such 
farm has been issued when milk is first de
livered therefrom as producer milk under 
the order, such transferee_ then operating 
the farm shall be provided any allocation for 

• r. 



September 13, 1~65 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 23531 
which the said dairy farmer would otherwise 
have been eligible based on deliveries from 
such farm. Provisions shall also be made 
for allocating to any new producer under an 
order who was not engaged in dairy farming 
prior to the incorporation in the order of 
provisions hereunder an equitable share of 
the allocated sales on such terms and con
ditions as prescribed in the order, due con
sideration being given to the current and 
prospective supply conditions in the regu
lated market. The application of alloca
ti-ons hereunder shall be subject to such pro
visions as may be incorporated in the order 
under section 8c(5) (D). Allocations to pro
ducers under this subparagraph may be 
transferable under an order on such terms 
and conditions as may be prescribed if the 
Secretary of Agriculture determines that 
transferability will be in the best interest of 
the public, existing producers, and prospec
tive new producers. The allocations or bases 
hereunder may be adjusted from time to 
time or new allocations or bases may be 
established by amending the order or under 
provisions incorporated in the order; 

"'(11) that in distributing to producers the 
amounts of money required to be paid by 
handlers on milk each produc~r shall be paid 
(1) for milk delivered by him which exceeds 
his allocation at the lowest class price spec
ified in the order and (2) for milk delivered 
by him within his allocation a blend price, 
based on utilization in such higher cla-ss uses 
plus reserve, representing his pro rata share 
of the remaining funds available for current 
distribution to producers under the order, 
after the computation has been made under 
(1) hereof. The payments under '(1) and 
(2) above shall be subject to adjustments 
prescribed in the order under section Be 
(5) (B) or other provisions of the Act and to 
such provisions as may be incorporated in 
the order under section 8c(5J (D); 

"• (iii) in marketing orders where indi
vidual handler pools are approved as pro
vided by subparagraph 8c(5) (B) (i) the pro
visions of this subparagraph may be applied 
to each handler individually and to the pro
ducers delivering milk to such handlers; 

"'(iv) in the case of any producer who dur
ing any accounting period delivers a portiqn 
of his milk to persons not fully regulated by 
the order, provision may be made for reducing 
the allocatiqn of, or payments to be received 
by, any such producer to compensate. for any 
marketings of milk to such other persons for 
such period or periods as necessary to insure 
equitable participation in marketings among 
all producers. 

"'(v) the order may provide for such re
ports and the keeping of such books and 
records by producers and by the person or
persons to whom he may dispose of mil~ _. as 
the Secretary may presc:ribe and :upon re
quest of the Secretary such person or persons 
shall make required records available for in-
spection; . 

"'(vi) the provisions authorized . under 
this subpruragra ph may be made applicable 
to a regulated handler's own production of 
milk; 

"• (vii) . prder provisions under this sub
para,graph shall not become effective in any 
marketing order unless separately approved 
by producers in the same manner provided 
for the approval of mark~ting orders. Dis
approval of order provisions Uifder this sub
paragraph shall not be considered dis·ap
proval of the order or of other terms of· the 

. order. Order provisions under this sub
paragrBJph may be terminated separa.tely 
whenever the Secretary makes the determina
tion with respect to such provisions as is 
provided for the termination- of an. order in 
section 8c(16) (B).; 

"• (viii) Any producer for . whom· an alloca
tion or base is established under the author-

ity of this subparagraph may obtain a review 
thereof as prescribed by the order and rules 
and regulations thereunder, which shall con-. 
stitute the exclusive procedure for review 
thereof and section 8c(15) (A) of this title 
shall not apply thereto. Under such order, 
rufes, or regulations any officers or employees 
of the Department or any committees or 
boards of produc'ers under the order created 
for the purpose may be vested with authority 
to pedorm any or all functions in connection 
with such review proceedings, including rul
ing thereon. Committees or boards created 
for this purpose shall be deemed agencies 
of the Secretary within the meaning of sub
section 8c(7) (C) and section 10 of this title. 
The ruling upon such review shall be final 
if in accordance with law. The producer 
may obtain a judicial review of such ruling 
in accordance with the pro·visions of ~ection 
8c(15) (B) of th~s ti-tle; and 

"'(ix) the provisions of section 8a(5) shall 
not apply to any producer in the application 
of this subparagraph or regulations issued 
pursuant thereto.' " 

Mr. PRQXMIRE. Mr. President, on 
my amendment, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 1·5 minutes. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Wisconsin yield? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I have yielded my

self 15 minutes to explain the amend
ment. I shall be happy to yield to the 
Senator from Vermont after I have 
finished my explanation. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wish to make sure that 
the Senate understands the intent of the 
Senator's amendment. Will the Sena
tor from Wisconsin, after he has made 
his presentation, permit me to ask him 
several questions? 

·Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
that there be order in the -Chamber and 
that attaches who have no business to 
attend to be requested to leave the 
Chamber. · 
- The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

TYDINGS in the chair). The Senator's 
point is well taken. The attaches will 
please leave the Chamber if they cannot 
be in order. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, after the 
Senator from. Wisconsin has finished his 

· opening remarks, will it be agreeable to 
him to permit me to ask clarifying ques
tions on the various sections of the 
amendment, so that there will be no 
mistake in the RECORD as to exactly what 
ea~h section and each part of the 
amendment means? . 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I should hope that 
we could use that time on both sides as 
equally as possible. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, with that 
understanding I do not intend to inter
rupt the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin while he is speaking. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. ' 

This amendment would insert in the 
Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, as it 
waS' reported by the Committee on Agri-. 
culture and Forestry, a new dairy title. 
The amendment is identical with S. 1915, 
the Prcixmire dairyman's class I base 
pl an. It is also quite simi~ar .to title I 
of H.R. 9811, as it was passed by the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
increase farm income, according to the 
Department of Agriculture. 

It would reduce the cost of the farm 
program, according to the Department 
of Agriculture. 

It would not increase the cost of milk 
to the consumer. The amendment has 
been tried and · won enthusiastic support 
in British Columbia, where it succeeded 
in increasing farm income with no in
crease in cost to the consumer. 

The amendment is strictly permissive. 
At least two-thirds of the farmers in a 
particular market order must vote in 
favor of the plan before it would go into 
effect in their market order. A simple 
majority vote· can cancel the plan. 

In testifying before the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry this 
year, Secretary of Agriculture Freeman 
supported this proposal. In doing so, he 
said: 

Enactment of legislation authorizing the 
use of base plans in F'ederal milk order mar
kets would be a step in the right direction. 
In markets where producers elected to adopt 
a base plan, as provided for in this bill, there 
would be an incentive to hold down increases 
in milk production. This would help reduce 
present surpluses to the benefit of all. 

It would not impose barriers on the entry 
of new producers to markets adopting a base 
plan. Its provisions would leave the door 
open for needed, yet equitable adjustments 
within the industry. · · 

This amendment is identical ·with the 
bill which passed the Senate by a 45-to-
33 vote in the fall of 1963. It is similar 
to, but not identical with, title I of the 
farm bill as it passed· the House of Rep
resen ta ti ves this year. That ti tie was 
deleted by the Senate committee. 

At present, farmers selling milk for 
fluid consumption in marketing order 
areas receive a blend vrice for that milk. 
That "blend" is made up of two prices
first, a relatively higher price for the 
part of the milk that actually goes into 
fluid consumption; and, second, a rela
tively lower price for the excess which 
goes into cheese, ice cream, and so forth. 

Regardless of how much the farmer 
produces, he receives the single blend 
price. 

Dairy farmers object to this practice, 
because, as farmers 'producing under the 
same marketing order increase their pro
duction, the production going into excess 
increases and the blend price drops lower 
and lower. 

This is how the amendment would per.
mit the farmers to modify the blend 
price system: 

If two-thirds of the farmers in a mar
ket order area vo:te to do so, they can 
end the blend price system for their 
own particular order. · 

Instead, they coUld receive the high 
fluid price for that part of their pro
duction that goes into fluid milk, and 
the lower, excess price for that part of 
their milk that goes into excess produc
tion. This has. two advantages. 

First, it would enable the farmer to 
protect himself against overproduction 
by other farmers under the order. This 
is because the farmer could count on the 
established fluid price, and that :fluid 
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price would not be diminshed by in
creased excess production, as is the blend 
price. 

Second, overall milk production would 
decline. The burden on the taxpayer
which has been several hundred million 
dollars a year-to pay for acquiring ex
cess milk production would be reduced 
considerably. This is because farmers 
would receive a lower excess price for all 
their increased production, rather than 
the higher blend price which they now 
receive. 

Mr. President, let me mention some of 
the things this a111endment would not do. 
I want to make it crystal clear that the 
freedom of action now existing under 
milk marketing orders would in no way 
be affected. It may be suggested that 
this amendment makes many modifica
tions in existing law. I believe this is 
because of a misapprehension. This 
amendment would only do one thing. It 
would provide farmers with an option on 
the klnd of system under which they 
would be compensated for their milk in 
fluid milk areas, and nothing else. 

First, my amendment would not in the 
slightest degree represent production 
control. Dairy farmers will continue to 
be free to produce just as much <;>r as 
little milk as they wish. They will con
tinue to be able to keep as many or as 
few dairy cows as they want and feel 
they need. Their position in the mar
ketplace vis-a-vis their neighboring pro
ducers would not be affected one iota. 

Second, my amendment would have no 
effeCt on the minimum prices paid by 
handlers, but would deal only with the 
a.pportionment of the proceeds among 
producers. 

Third, this provision contains no 
mandatory features whatsoever. It is a 
completely voluntary program, to be ac
cepted or rejected by dairy farmers in a 
referendum. If rejected, the remainder 
of the milk marketing order would -re
main in effect. 

Fourth, this amendment contains not 
a single penalty clause. 

Fifth, the amendment would not affect 
the price of milk to consumers. 

To place this amendment in perspec
tive, consider the present situation as it 
exists under milk marketing orders, since 
the amendment has to do only with these 
orders. 

Milk marketing orders play an impor
tant role in the dairy picture in the 
United States as a whole. More than 75 
orders are now in operation. These 
orders produce almost 50· percent of the 
Nation's milk. 

Since 1940 the number of markets cov
ered by Federal orders has increased 
from 17 to 77. The amount of milk regu
lated under these orders has increased 
from less than 20 percent to almost 50 
percent of all the milk marketed in the 
United States. Over the same period, 
the percentage of Federal order milk 
used for manufacturing purposes has in
creased from less than· 30 percent to al
most 40 percent. In some of the larger 
markets, the amount of milk used for 
manufacturing purposes exceeds the 
milk used for fluid purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
prtnted at this point in the RECORD a 

· t abulation showing in detail the amount 
delivered under Federal order markets, 
the average surplus price, and the ap
proximate value of this surplus since 
1947. 

There being no objection, the tabu
lation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
Approximate valu e of surplus milk i n Federal 

order marke! s, 1947-64 

Produ ct 
deliveries Average Approxi· 

Year minus surplus mate 
delivery price 2 v alues 

used in class 
I I 

(1) (2) (3) 

1,000 p ounds 1,000 dollars 
1947- ----------- 5, 172, 119 $3. 39 175, 335 
1948 __ - --- -- ---- 5, 167, 534 3.83 197, 917 
1949_-- ~-------- 6, 944,805 2. 80 194, 455 
1950_- - --------- 7, 659, 948 2.87 219,841 
195L __ ---- -- --- 7, 398,822 3. 52 260,439 
1952_ -- --------- 8, 326, 343 3. 71 308, 907 
1953_- - --- - - ---- 10, 459, 979 3. 21 335, 765 1954 ___ ___ ____ ___ 10,968, 193 2. 89 316, 981 
1955_ -- --------- 10, 916,212 2. 90 316,570 
1956_ -- ---- ---- - 11, 764, 090 2. 99 351, 746 
1957- --- -------- 12, 116, 639 3.02 365,922 
1958_ -- -- --- - --- 13,046,964 2.94 383,581 
1959_ -- -- ------- 13, 898,734 2. 96 411,403 
1960_- - ---- - - - -- 16, 054,501 3.06 491,268 
196L _- --------- 18, 943, 710 3. 14 594, 832 
1962_- -- - ------- 20,042,265 3. 02 605,276 
1963_- -- ------- - 19,896, 503 3.05 606,843 
1964_ -- - - -- - - -- - 20,454, 127 3. 12 638, 169 

t This figure includes some milk used for fluid purposes 
and included in a class other than class I. T he amount 
of such milk is relatively small. 

2 Estimated to be equal to the U.S. manufacturing 
milk price converted t o 3.5-percent bu tterfat conten t . 

s Col. 1 X col. 2. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I am 
sorry. I had told the distinguished Sen
ator from Vermont that I would continue 
my presentation without yielding. I 
apologize to the distinguished Senator 
from Washington who is a cosponsor of 
my amendment and was a cosponsor of 
the amendment in 1963, when it was 
agreed to by the Senate. 

The present blend price system in
creases our dairy surpluses. If we elim
inated the blend pricing system, we 
could reduce the burden on the taxpayer, 
and, at the same time, give the dairy 
farmer an opportunity to tailor his pro
duction to what is needed. 

It is fantastic that the Chicago mar
keting area should produce more than 
1 ¥2 times as much excess milk as is used 
for the fluid purpose for which the order 
is designed. In other words, for every 
quart that is used for fluid purposes. 
there is 1% quarts of excess. 

At present, if farmers who are under 
the marketing order increase their pro
duction, the price goes down. How
ever, under my amendment, the farmer 
would not have to increase production 
in order to keep up with other farmers. 

Under the blend pricing system, an in
dividual farmer has no control over 
either the blend price he receives for his 
milk or his total income. Under the pro
posed amendment, any producer can 
control his own price and income. This 
is so because his allotment guarantees 9t 
high price for a specified quantity. 
Then, to attain his income and economic . 
objective, he produces only the amount 
which would maximize his returns. Pro-

ducers can adjust either upward or 
downward to suit their particular levels, 
but -they will in no way affect any other 
producer's effort. 

An example can best demonstrate the 
weaknesses of the present system and 
how this amendment would stop the in
creases in dairy production. 

Assume that a farmer 's herd produces, 
and he markets through the marketing 
order 200,000 pounds of milk in a partic
ular year. Assume that half of this 
milk-as in the New York-New Jersey 
area-goes into fluid or Class I pur
poses, and. half goes into excess or man
ufacturing purposes. Assume further, 
for simplicity's sake, that the price for 
fluid milk is $5 a hundred and the price 
for manufacturing milk is $3 a hundred. 
Assume finally, that the farmer has a 
fluid milk base of half of his production, 
or 100,000 pounds. 

Under both the present administration 
of the law and the proposed amendment , 
the farmer would receive $8,000 for the 
milk which he marketed-that is, 200 ,000 
pounds multiplied by $4 a hundred
weight. 

Under the present law, he would re
ceive a-$4 blend price for each hundred
weight which he marketed. However, 
under the proposed amendment, he 
would receive $5 a hundred, or $5,000 
for his first 100,000 pounds, or base, and 
only $3 a hundred, or $3,000, for the sec
ond 100,000 pounds that he marketed. 

The incentive to reduce production, 
and especially the incentive not to in
crease production, shows . up sharply 
when we see what happens under the 
present law and the proposed amend
ment if the farmer decides to change 
the amount of his production. 

Under the present law, if the farmer 
cuts back production by 10,000 pounds
or about one cow-he loses the blend 
price, or $400 in receipts. Under the 
proposed legislation, if he cuts back pro
duction to the amount of 10,000 pounds, 
he loses the manufacturing price of only 
$300. Hence, there is a signift.cantly 
larger incentive under the amendment 
for the dairy farmer to reduce his 
production. 

The incentive is likely to work even 
more sharply for the farmer contem
plating · an increase in production. 
Under the present law, if the farmer in
creases his production by 10,000 pounds, 
he receives the blend price of $4 a hun
dred, or $400. But under the proposed 
amendment, if he increased production 
by 10,000 pounds, he would receive only 
$300. He would not get $400. He would 
get only $300. 

The reason that this proposed legisla
tion is likely to be so decisive in dis
couraging additional production is that 
the overwhelming majority of farmers 
throughout the Nation cannot cover 
their costs at $3 a hundred, and they 
know it. 

The result is that the vast majority 
of farmers who take out pencil and paper 
to decide whether or not to add another 
cow and an 'additional 6,000 or 8,000 
pounds of annual production to their 
herd will find that the addition would 
cost them money if the additional pro
duction brought them only the manu-
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facturing price-in this case $3-and 
not the blend price-in this case $4. 

Much of the evidence concerning the 
need for dairy legislation relates to ex
cess production and the cost of the pro
gram to the Federal Government. Pro
duction in the past few years, as well as 
now, is in excess of market needs. 

During 1963 the Federal Government 
was required to purchase 7.8 billion 
pounds of milk on an equivalent milk
fat basis produced in excess of our needs. 

Last year the Department of Agricui
ture was required to purchase 8.5 billion 
pounds and through July of this year 
the Government purchased 6.2 billion 
pounds in excess of needs. The Govern
ment was required to purchase 6.2 bil
lion pounds because of an overproduc
tion of milk on our farms. My amend
ment is designed in part to help correct 
that overproduction, and that is one of 
the reasons the Department of Agricul
ture supports it. 

Two years ago the Department of 
Agriculture estimated that production 
would be cut by about 600 million pounds 
and that there will be a net savings to 
the Government of approximately $26 
million in the first year, if my proposal 
is enacted. That is a conservative esti
mate because it is based upon the as
sumption that it will require longer than 
a year for the marketing order areas to 
take advantage of the law and for the 
law to become fully effective. I stress 
that the first year is where there would 
be the least saving. As the years go on, 
I think the savings would distinctly in
crease. This is another very desirable 
feature of the amendment; that is, the 
feature of gradualism. There will be no 
sharp adjustment which could have a 
tremendous adverse economic and mar
ket impact on the entire dairy industry, 
to say nothing of consumer interests. It 
might also be well to poirit out here that 
consumer interests are fully protected 
under the law, and that any reductions 
in production would create no upward 
pressure on consumer prices. All we are 
doing here in this regard is to reduce the 
cost to the Government and save the 
taxpayer's money. 

It is also true that the income of dairy 
producers is pitifully small. For ex
ample, the Department of Agriculture 
reports that the average return per hour. 
earned by milk producers on grade B, 
eastern Wisconsin farms in 1964 
amounted to only 36 cents per hour. 

That is what these farmers earn, al
though they have greatly increased their 
efficiency and their investment. In 1964 
they earned 36 cents an hour, and only 
11 cents an hour in 1960. The income of 
these farmers is held down because of 
the excess production encouraged by the 
blend price in order areas. Anything we 
can do to cut down on excess milk pro
duction will be a step forward toward 
improving incomes of these producers. 

The Agricultural Marketing Agree
ment Act of 1937, under which market
ing orders are regulated today, is largely 
a restatement of the provisions relating 
to marketing agreements of the act of 
1935. 

The substantive provisions of this act 
as they relate to milk marketing_ agree-

CXI--1484 

ments have not been amended since this 
act was passed. In 1963 the Senate 
Agriculture Committee reported out a 
substantive amendment to that act 
which I sponsored and which is iden-

. tical in every respect to the proposal I 
have called up today. It passed the 
Senate by a 45 to 33 margin. This was 
the first time that the Senate consid
ered a substantive amendment to the 
milk marketing portion of the Agricul
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937. 
Today is the second time. 

As my colleagues well know, the House 
of Representatives took no final action 
on the Proxmire dairy bill in the 88th 
Congress. Today we are in a situation 
which is exactly the reverse of that 
which existed in 1963-64. The House 
added a similar provision to the Food 
and Agriculture Act of 1965 yet the Sen
ate Agriculture Committee deleted that 
provision from the bill we are consider
ing today. That is the reason I am 
asking my colleagues to once again ac
cept a measure they, in their wisdom, 
passed in 1963. 

Here is how the amendment differs 
from the House dairy .section-title I 
of the agriculture bill as it passed the 
House. 

First. With respect to the entry of 
new producers into the market, the 
House bill provides only that an increase 
in class I sales, or forfeited bases would 
be made available to new producers and 
hardship cases. My amendment safe
guards free access to a milk marketing 
order by providing that producers who 
delivered milk, but not under the order, 
at the time the allotment provision be
comes effective under an order, would 
receive allotments on the same basis as 
those who were at that time delivering 
under the order. 

. Second. My amendment would permit 
cooperatives to engage in bloc voting, 
and I think that is in accordance with 
a custom which the Senate has generally 
approved. · 

Third. The House bill specifically au
thorizes marketing orders for manu
factured milk . . My amendment does 
not. After a thorough examination of 
the milk marketing provisions of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1937, I 
am convinced that manufacturing milk 
orders can be promulgated under the 
current language of the act. 

Finally, my amendment provides for 
administrative review of allotments 
made to individual producers while the 
House bill does not. This is a technical 
difference which goes to the question 
of program flexibility. The pending 
amendment allows the administrator 
more leeway in applying the law. 

Mr. President, I have finished my 15-
minute presentation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Will the Senator 
yield? . 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I shall be happy to 
yield with the sufferance of the Senator 
from Vermont, who asked for the floor 
first. 

Mr. AIKEN. Suppose first I ask my 
question, and then the Senator may 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Wisconsin has made a very 
able case for his amendment. However, 
there are two matters which should be 
made clear before we vote on it, so that, 
should his amendment become law, there 
will be no misunderstanding as to the in
tent and purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. - The 
Senator's additional minute has expired. 
· Mr. AIKEN . . I will yield myself 15 
minutes. · 

I will first call attention to one of the 
statements the Senator made, showing 
the amount of milk which has been pur
chased by the Federal Government the 
first 6 months of this year and comparing 
it to the purchases of the entire year. 

Of course, the Senator from Wisconsin 
understands that almost all the milk is 
purchased the first 6 months of the year, 
but the figures which he presented ac
tually indicate that less milk will be pur
chased this year than last year. I be
lieve that when it comes to some dairy 
products, the Government is not pur
chasing any at all at the present time 
and, during the last 6 months, will even 
be disposing of what it purchased the 
first 6 months of the year. 

However, to get down to my question, 
as I understand, the purpose of the Sen
ator's amendment is to raise prices to the 
farmer without increasing prices to the 
consumer. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 
yield for me to reply to that part of his 
question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMffiE. The amendment 

would not raise prices to the farmer. As 
the Senator knows, the amendment 
would permit the farmer to receive the 
fluid price for that part of his milk which 
goes into fluid consumption. 

Mr. AIKEN. If he took advantage of 
the Senator's amendment, the fluid milk 
producer would be voting to reduce his 
sales of ·milk in the order market, is that 
correct? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. He could obtain a.n 
allotment, and that allotment would be 
related to his previous production. If he 
then was, so to. speak, a good citizen and 
reduced his production so that the Gov
ernment would not have to buy so much, 
he would still be able to sell as much as 
he did before at the fluid price, and he 
would therefore be in a better profit and 
loss position, but that would not increase 
the fluid price to the consumer. 

Mr. AIKEN. But under the Senator's 
amendment, he would be authorized and 
presumably would vote to reduce his total 
deliveries of class I or drinking milk to 
the market, is that correct? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course, as the 
Senator from Vermont well knows, every
things that he sells qualifies as class I. 
The sanitary requirements are the same. 
But he would reduce the amount of milk 
he sends to the market. The amount 
that would be reduced would be the ex
cess milk. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is there anything in the 
bill which would indicate that he would 
reduce his total production of milk? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Nothing except that 
the incentive would exist. 

Mr. AIKEN. An incentive to do what? 
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Mr. PROXMIRE. · An incentive tore- expand production. Each producer cows and operating on a more efficient 
duce his herd's production, because on would receive a larger fluid allotment, basis. In this way, they would be able 
excess production, he would get a reduced or other farmers could come into the to reduce the numbers in their herd in 
price. Instead of $4 a hundred pounds market. relation to income. Let me say thait 
he would get a price of approximatelY There is plenty of flexibility here. the Secretary of Agriculture, on page 177 
$3 a hundred. - Mr. AIKEN. Who would make sure of the hearings, says this: 

Mr. AIKEN. A producer who had a that the farmers would keep within their we have tried, and tried hard, to develop 
favorable base would get a larger share quotas? There are many farmers who a comprehensive da iry program. We have 
of the class I sales. A producer who was w0uld ship into the marketing order worked with the dairy industry from pro
expanding and had a poor base would be areas. Who would police it? ducer 1;o retailer; we have explored JM"ograms · 
reducing his sha.re of class I sales. Mr. PROXMIRE. The allotment and legislative avenues of many kinds. Un
Does the Senator contend that reducing ~ would be determined on the basis of his- fortunately, so fax there has been little 
the amount of high-priced milk which tory-on the basis of what production .agreement within the dairy industry. As · a result, no proposals have yet · commanded 
he sends to market and selling more of was in the past. The bill does provide the support necessary to be enacted into law. 
the low-priced milk· would be an incen- for recordkeeping. If the farmer pro- I know tha.t t111s 1s a problem for the com
tive? It is difficult for me to under- duced and sold and brought to market mittee as it is for the administration. 
stand how decreasing , 'the amount of his allotment, then anything in addi- _ NonetheleSs, positive steps can and should 
drinking milk and increasing the amount tion would simply get the excess price. be taken to improve :"h~ economic position 
of manufacturing milk would result in There would not have to be ·any addi- of the. dairyman. I believe that enactment 
· · · to th t f t' I' · It · of legislation authorizing the use of base Increasing Income a .armer. .10nal po ICing, or any pena Y, In my plans in ·Federal milk order markets, as 

Mr. PROXMIRE. What would happen JUdgment. . proposed in s. 399 by the chairman, would 
would be that the farmer would reduce Mr. AIKEN. · Who :urged the Proxmire be a step in the right direotlion. In .markets 
the amount his herd would produce. At bill? . where producers elected to adopt ·a base plan, 
any rate, less milk would be sold in the Mr. PROXMIRE. The bill is sup- as provided for in this bill, there would be 
market area. As it is reduced-to take ported by the Department of Agriculture. an incentive to hold down inC!I"eases in milk 
the situation in Chicago--instead of Secretary of Agriculture Freeman testi- production. This would help reduce presen~ 
producing 60 percent in excess, that ex- fied for it. surpluses to the benefit of all. 
cess milk would be diminished down to Mr. AIKEN. Did he ask for it? Mr. AIKEN. I do not believe the Sen-
50 percent, or 40 percent. Mr. PROXMIRE. He testified for it. aJtor from Wisconsin should use up so 

Mr. AIKEN. As I understand, there- Mr. AIKEN. He did not ask for it? ·much of my time. Let me ask the ma-
duction is supposed to be made in the Mr. PROXMIRE. In 1961 President jority leader if I -may have time on the 
high-price.d milk, that is the milk that is Kennedy asked, I repeat, asked for this bill--
approved for fluid consumption. Is that program. President Johnson has asked Mr .. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. 
correct? for this as par.t of a larger program. He Mr. AIKEN. · I should like to read 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The reduction was supported by the Milk Producers what the Secretary of Agriculture said 
would be made in the excess milk. Federation, the National Grange, and by in his report. 

Mr. AIKEN. But the bill would work a number of cooperatives. He said: 
to reduce the farmer 's total production, Mr. AIKEN. I do not recall the extent No produ<:ers are prohibited by subpaa-a-
would it not? of the testimony of the National Grange graph (h) from marketing any quantity 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. The on this subject, but I would not be sur- he desires t o market . . 
incentive would be for the farmer to prised. They are completely sold on this 
reduce excess production, because he program. Then {n the next tp the last paragraph, 
would be better off economically in doing Mr. PROXMIRE. The National he says: 
so. Grange has great respect and admira- We believe tih~t the proposed bill oould 

Mr. AIKEN. The incentive is to re- tion for the Senator from Vermont, but incre-ase incomes of dairymen slightly and 
duce the amount of milk suitable for they knew he had made up his mind and reduce marketings of milk in some axeas. 
fluid consumption, going to market. For there was no point in arguing .with him. I ag1·ee that there a·re some areas 
a producer with a poor base, this would · Mr. AIKEN. The President did not . where the marketing of milk has been so 
reduce his quantity sold at $6 a hundred ask for this proposed legislation, did he? badly mishandled that they could not 
and increase the amount of milk sold The Department of Agriculture did not help getting more income if there were 
at $2.50 a hundr~. I faH to see any in- ask for this proposed legislation, did it? any change at all in their methods. 
centive there. It niay be present, but I Has the Senator from Wisconsin any evi- Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree with the 
may not be able to see it. dence to show that either of them did? Senator wholeheartedly. I would say 

~ 'I'he idea, as I understand, is to reduce Mr. PROXMIRE. The testimony of that this is not a panacea. It will not 
the amount of drinking milk sent into the Secretary of Agriculture indicates a solve all our problems. It will help to 
the market, on the presumption that desire for this proposed legislation and increase farm income quite modestly and 
that might raise the farmer's income. he approved of it. will cut costs--some $26 million, which 
Of course it might raise the consumer's - Mr. AIKEN. May I read a paragraph is not a sum of money .to be sneezed at. 
cost. Suppose he voted to reduce the from the report on the bill? Mr. AIKEN. To continue, the Secre-
amount that was supposed to be sent Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. tary of Agriculture said that if it is en-
into the market 'enough to result in a Mr. -AIKEN. I sh~ll read an excerpt acted,' it will be a small step. 
shortage. Would that market be pro- from the first page of the Department of Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree with the 
hibited from using second-class milk to Agricultur·e report: Senator from Vermont on that. 
fill up any void that might be create.d? The bill also provides that producers would Mr. AIKEN. Can the Senator from 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is re- receive the lowest class price for milk de- Wisconsin tell me of one single milk 
ferring to the bacteria count? livered in excess of th'eir allotments. marketing order .area in this country 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know. That is Then, if they cut the highest price pro- where farmers would be likely to vote to 
why I am· asking the question. duction, where would there be an incen- reduce their production and would be 

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is no differ- tive; where would they gain more in- benefited by such ~n action? Can he 
ence. The milk is precisely the same as come; where would they make money at name one.? . 
delivered. However, under a base- all? Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
excess plan the farmer would tend to Mr. PROXMIRE. If I may answer the Senator from Vermont yield? 
reduce his production to the amount that question, they would make money Mr. AIKEN . . In the Chicago area? 
that would be sold in the area, and if by more economic operation. They Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
we got down to the point where 90 per- would ·cull out the cows which _ were ator from Washington. 
cent of the milk being produced used for making· for · inefficient production and Mr. MAGNUSON. I can name one. 
fluid; anti only 10-percent excess, the which did not produce much milk in any In the- area of western Washington. All 
danger point could be reached:. The event. the co-ops there support the bill and 
processors would .. then be free to nego- . They would have an additional incen- · wish to do exactly what the Sehator from 
tiate a situation for farm allotments to tive for C'Ulling out more of the older . Wisconsin suggests . . 
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Mr. AIKEN. They have one market 

for their milk there, do they not? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. No. 
Mr. AIKEN. A small one, maybe? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The Seattle milk 

shed. 
Mr. AIKEN. What about the Inland 

Empire? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. In western Wash

ington most of the dairy people are lo
cated. The State grange. is highly de
sirous of the bill. When the Senator 
from Vermont suggests who wishes such 
a bill, let me say that the U.S. Senate 
wished such a bill 2 years ago--

Mr. AIKEN. I will tell the Senator 
who wants the bill. It is a group of mis
fits who are looking forward to getting 
Federal jobs policing the program. Those 
are the ones who are promoting it. They 
are going from State to State telling 
the milk producers of the advantages 
they would receive if they marketed less 
of the high-priced milk and more of the 
half-priced milk. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not believe 
anyone in the Washington State grange 
wishes that. I · have no applicants at 
all from the Washington State grange. 
They would like to have a good dairy 
program such as the Senator from Wis
consin is advocating. 

Mr. AIKEN. Would the Inland Em
pire, for instance, which now markets
what? 60, 70, 80 percent--a good share 
of the milk as class I. Would it wish to 
reduce that class I milk? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. One of the reasons 
they do say and claim that there is more 
stability in prices and that the farmers 
can plan better for his herds and how 
he produces milk. This was the main 
argument 2 or 3 years ago when we passed 
a bill in the Senate which would create 
a more stable price situation for the 
producer. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I have got some more 
questions. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. I should like to say 

that the principal markets in Oklahoma 
support the program. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUit
DICK in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from 
Washington? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 

should like to corroborate what my senior 
colleague [Mr. MAGNusoN] has said. 
Both milksheds in the Puget Sound area 
and the Inland Empire have indicated 
through their cooperative groups that 
they have made, at least they support 
the pending legislation, and they sup
ported it previously when it passed the 
Senate. The Senator from Wisconsin 
has indicated it is modest and is a rea
sonable approach, and it seems to me 
tha.t it should be tried out. If it does not 
work, then we can try something else. · 

Mr. PROXMIRE. One of the biggest 
market areas is Chicago and Mr. Mc
Williams, the executive secretary of the 

largest cooperative selling in the area is 
an enthusiastic supporter and has been 
one of its principal proponents. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes, he has been travel
ing. all over the country telling this story, 
trying to make up for his failure to get 
decent prices for the farmers who pro
duce milk in the Chicago area, trying to 
make alibis and excuses that the laws are 
to blame. 

Yet, Milwaukee area farmers are sell
ing approximately 82 percent of their 
milk as Class I milk. I doubt if the high
pri~e milk producers wish to reduce their 
production to make room for lower price 
milk from the Chicago area. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I am glad the Sen
ator mentioned that. We have a strong 
cooperative, the Golden Guernsey Co
operative, which is able to do this with 
82 to 85 percent utilization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes more. 

I would like to ask the Senator why it 
is, if this proposal is so popular around 
the Chicago area, so many of the dairy
men just outside the Chicago area are 
asking for a defeat of the amendment? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. The information of 
the Senator from Wisconsin is that this 
is not so. The State of Wisconsin in
cludes several marketing order areas. 
We also export more milk than the next 
five milk producing States combined. I 
am a Senator from Wisconsin, who gets 
out to talk to the people of my State as 
much as I can. I have been traveling 
around my State and talking with farm
ers a very great deal in recent years. 
They want this legislation. There are 
some differences and disputes, but, by 
and large, they favor ·this provision. 

Mr. AIKEN. By what miracle did the 
Senator from Wisconsin acquire such 
vigorous support from the oleo produc
ers for his amendment? 
. Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is re
ferring to one of the ablest of Senators 
and a cosponsor of the amendment, the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FUL
BRIGHT]. I am glad to have him as a co
sponsor on any amendment of which I 
am a sponsor. The Senator from Ar
kansas has an important dairy industry 
in Arkansas. He favors this proposal. 

Mr. AIKEN. Of course, for every 
100 pounds of milk that can be kept off 
the market, oleo is helped. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I have not much time. 
I have not gotten started with my ques
tions, but I will yield. I know the influ
ence of the SenatOr from Arkansas. He 
has licked us before. It looks as if he 
might have the vote against us again. 
He is the greatest champion of oleo in 
the United States, if not the whole world. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the 
Senator's compliment. · 

There was debate on the oleomar
garine b111. It was a friendly exchange. 

I joined in offering the pending 
amendment because it would authorize a 
milk program which is good for Arkan
sas dairymen and good for the Nation as 
a whole. This amendment would au
thorize the Secretary of Agrioolture to 

provide for allotments under milk mar
keting orders, so that producers may re
ceive a higher return on fluid milk cov
ered by allotments and a lower return 
for milk produced in excess of allot
ments. This pricing system would dis-

. courage overproduction and surpluses 
caused by the so-called blend-price sys-
tem. · 

This plan is supported by the admin
istration, and it was passed by the House 
of Representatives. I think it should be 
adopted by the Senate. 

My interest in this amendment has 
nothing to do with the relative merits of 
oleomargarine and butter. Over 90 per
cent of Arkansas milk production is mar
keted 818 fluid milk. Particip31tion in the 
proposed pricing system must be ap
proved by a two-thirds vote of the farm
ers in each milk-marketing area. Ar
kansas milk producers favor the class 
I-ftuid milk-base plan system, and I 
support them. 

The amendment o.f the Senator from 
Wisconsin, of which I am a cosponsor", 
is to the advantage of fluid milk pro
ducers. In my state 90 percent of the 
milk is sold in the form of fluid milk. 
They are in favor of this amendment. 
If the figures which 'the Sen91tor from 
Wisconsin has given-and he has more 
knowledge on this subject than I have
are correct, it will be an advantage to 
producers of fluid milk. This is an al
ternative to the present system. As he 
has said, it is permissive. I do not think 
it is to the disadvantage of butter. I 
have nothing against butter--

Mr. AIKEN. I know that. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Oleomargarine 

still can be bought for less than 30 cents 
a pound, less than half the price of but
ter. As the Senator knows, the only 
reason why my oleomargarine bill did not 
pass many years earlier was that of un
limited debate in the Senate. It passed 
the House many times. It was in the 
consumers' interest that we enabled 
them to purchase the healthy spread 
known as oleomargarine: 

Mr. AIKEN. I am glad the Senator 
from Arkansas has become reconciled to 
the use of some butter. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not hear the 
Senator. What butter? 

Mr. AIKEN. Some butter. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Oh, it has its 

place. 
Mr. AIKEN. Let me tell the Senator 

from Arkansas that if the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin 
should be adopted and the marketing 
order areas were to go ahead under the 
proposal, there would be much more but
ter in competition, if producers are re
quired to cut down on the production of 
class I milk. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree with the 
Senator. That which is least profitable 
should show a decline immediately. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Certainly as com
pared with the present situation. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, my 15 
minutes are going fast, and I have many 
questions to ask. · 

Assuming that a group of producer
organiz.ations sells milk in two order 
areas; could they vote in both of them? 
There are many of them up and down 
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the New York-Vermont boundary line. class I quota farm, of which the produc- Mr .. AIKEN. They can do it now. 
First, they will ship milk to the Boston ers can market all they can. But if they can get Florida or any other 
market, and then to the New York mar- I have one or two other questions. marketing area to reduce its marketing, 
ket; they shift back and forth. Could Suppose one marketing area votes tore- they can ship in more. 
they vote in both areas? strict the marketing of class I milk, and Mr. PROXMIRE. If a particular area 

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is sufficient the adjoining area votes not to. Could wants to go out of the dairy business, it 
flexibility in the proposal so ~hat the the second area ship into the first area is free .to do it. If farmers in Florida 
Secretary of Agriculture could permit it and take up the slack created? want to go out of the dairy business, they 
if they had a history. For example, if Mr. PROXMIRE. As the Senator -vell are free to do it, and buy milk from 
one farmer owned two farms, one selling knows, it would seem to be virtually im- Michigan, Vermont, or any other place. 
in one market and the other in another · possible, or very difficult. It would be Mr. AIKEN. That brings me to my 
market he should be allowed to continue against the interests of the farmers in n·ext question: What States are covered 
as he had been doing. the long run and _against the interests by the amendment offered by the Sena-
. We are anxious to do all we can, the of the producers. Both the farmers and tor from Wisconsin? · 
Secretary recognizes this, and this would the producers would be against that. ·All Mr. PROXMffiE. It would cover all 
be the intent of the amendment--not to they would have to do would be to per- 50 States, if 50 States had a desire to 
permit a dairy farmer to violate the mit. the farmers in the area to expand have marketing orders. There are some 
spirit of this provision by acquiring bases thei~ class I base. They ar~ always . States that do not have marketing orders. 
in more than one market for one farm. anxious to get farmers to come m. They Mr. AIKEN. Would it cover Cali-

Mr. AIKEN. That question is rather could get plenty of milk. . . fornia? The Senator ougqt to · know. · 
immaterial. The next question, I think, Mr. A!KEN. Is there anything m the Mr. PROXMIRE. I believe California 
is more important. This amendment Se~ator s amendment to prevent. ar~as has a State, not a Federal, order. But it 
-calls for a base for marketing, not for ~hich produced? a surplus from shipping could cover California if California 
production. Is that correct? mto other areas· . wanted to come into a Federal order. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is correct, but Mr. PROXMI~E .. They can do It now. Mr. AIKEN. If California wanted to 
the base is established on the basis of the The present situation would not be be covered. But could North Carolina? 
history of production-not of marketing, chMangr eAdi.KEN P h I t S Mr. PROXMIRE. At the present time 
b t f od t' · · · er aps can quo e ec- they do not have marketing orders. 

u 0 pr uc Ion. retary Freeman to convince the Sena- The PRESIDIN:G OFFICER. The 
Mr. AIKEN. Suppose a farmer has a tor from Wisconsin. time of the Senator has expir_ed. 

b~e of 2,000 pou~ds a day, a?d half of When the Secretary appeared before Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself one-half 
his cows go dry. There are times. when the Committee on Agriculture, Senator hour under the bill. 
they do go dry. Could he sell his full MoNDALE asked: Would the Senator from Wisconsin be 
quota? · 

Would a clas~ I base plan be administered surprised if I told him that there are 17 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. to divide fluid milk sales among producers States which have State orders; that 51 
Mr. AIKEN. Where would he get the under the order at the time of the adoption percent of the milk sold in this country 

milk? of the plan or would new sources be per- is sold under Federal marketing orders; 
Mr. PROXMIRE. So long as his herd mitted to come in freely? and that 15 to 20 percent is sold under 

Produced milk he could do it. If his herd Secretary FREEMAN. I think new sources 
ld b itt d t State marketing orders? produced it he could market it. cou e perm e 0 come in freely under 

Mr. AIKEN. Ho·w could he do I't under. the bill that has been before the Senate. Mr. PROXMmE. I understand that. 
It would apply to California, Nevada, 

the Senator's proposal? · Mr. PROXMffiE. I believe that is and a number of other States. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. He could buy some- correct. But that is something else. Mr. AIKEN. About 17 States with 

where else and sell it? Is that what the Secretary Freeman is talking about new State orders. They would not be covered, 
Senator means? farmers who come· in that could qualify. would they? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes: It has been done Mr. AIKEN. Oh, no. He is not talk- Mr. PROXMIRE. They would not be 
before. ing about farmers, but areas, I will read covered if they chose not to come under 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Under rare and un- the rest. the Federal orders. It is permissive, and 
usual circumstances, it could. be done, but Secretary FREEMAN. I think they would · each State would come in. The legisla
not in many areas. It would be unusual not be permitted to come in freely under the tion would not interfere with State mar-
t h t rt. f a h d 0 bill that has passed the House. keting orders. o ave a grea · prqpo Ion ° er g Senator MoNDALE. Will new producers of 
dry at once. outside milk be able to enter the market and Mr. AIKEN. Do not producers in the 

Mr. AIKEN. But if a farmer had only receive its full class I value Without first Chicago area ship into the southeastern 
40 cows, and his base covered only 36 of having to earn a base during some specified part of the country now? 
them, that would mean a 10-percent production? Mr. PROXMffiE. I am sure there is 
reduction. He would not be authorized, Secretary FREEMAN. The answer is the some shipment. I do not believe it 
under the Senator's amendment, to mar- same as to the previous question~ amounts to a great deal. 
ket all his milk for class I. As a result, In other .words, an area reduces its Mr. AIKEN. Do Western States ship 
he would have to use class II milk, to fill production. May another area, within into California? · 
out his quota for class I. reach, that qualified with high produc- Mr. PROXMIRE. They may. I do not 

Under the standards of the ·Depart- tion, be able to ship into that area.? know the full pattern of marketing. It 
ment of Agriculture, and under State There is nothing in the amendment of- would not surprise me if they did. They 
sanitation standards, .as the Senator fered by the Senator from Wisconsin to probably do. 
knows-and we had this matter up in prevent that. Mr. AIKEN. To come to another im-
1963-the requirements for manufactur- Mr. PROXMIRE. We can go back to portant matter, I believe the amendment 
ing milk . are far below class I milk in my answer the first time. There is of the Senator authorizes transfer of 
many areas. However, class II milk is nothing except the· perfectly normal eco- bases; is that correct? 
produced under the same 83 sanitary re- · nomic reaction, and the producers in the Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. 
quirements as class I in our State. area who do not want to lose their mar- Mr. AIKEN. How would they be 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That kind of class ket. transferr~d? 
II is perfectly proper, but the Senator Mr. AIKEN. They do ship now. ·Mr. PROXMIRE. They would be 
seemed to be referring to strictly class Mr. PROXMIRE. They can ship now, . transferred usually in the following man-
U, which would not be eligible. · but in the long run there will not be · ner: If a farmer sold his dairy farm to 

Mr. AIKEN. They are not permitted others coming in, pirating it away from another farmer, the bases would go along 
to ship into the market that kind of milk. them. There will be an agreement to get with the farm. If the farm were sold 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. enough milk to handle the fluid market. without the allotment, it would not be 
Mr. AIKEN. I am speaking of the As the Senator from Vermont indicated, worth much. In another area he could 

class II milk which is produced on a they can and do ship in now. sell his allotment if he sold the herd. 
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The Secretary of Agriculture would be 
authorized to set up regulations designed 
to prevent trafficking in allotments and 
the buildup of big corporation farms. 

Let me re.ad five lines from the amend
ment, at page 3. I read lines 19 to 24: 

Allocations to producers under this sub
paragraph m ay be transferable under an or
der on such terms and conditions as may be 
prescribed if the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines that transferability will be in the 
best int erest of the public, existing producers, 
and prospective new producers. 

This language provides flexibility and 
establishes guidelines which would help 
to make the administration of this pro-
vision work well. · 

Mr. AIKEN. The matter of transfers 
would be left to the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. But he would have 
to act in the best interest of the public, 
existing producers, and prospective new 
producers, as the amendment provides. 

Mr. AIKEN. Suppose I have been pro
ducing milk from 50 cows and I go away 
for 3 years. When I come back, the Sec-. 
retary could decide that any · base which · 
was not used for 2 or 3 years should be 
transferred, could he not? . 

Mr. PROXMIRE. He could, and un
der certain circumstances that would be 
perfectly equitable and proper. 

Mr. AIKEN. He would be an absolute 
czar with respect to any areas that voted 
to stick their necks into the noose. 
Where would it have to be transferred? 
I do not see any restriction in the Sen
ator's amendment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. AIKEN. It could be sold. For in
stance, the Wisconsin bases could be sold 
to lower California. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. As the Senator 
from Washington · [Mr. MAGNUSON] has 
just told me, if milk were wanted in any 
one area, and it were found to be needed 
there, that would be the desirable thing 
to do. 

Mr. AIKEN. If there was too much 
milk produced in the Puget Sound area, 
would it not be in the interest to transfer 
that milk to another area? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Secretary 
might say "No." 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Wash
ington may have control over the Secre
tary. Some people do not have such 
control. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. We must assume, 
whether it be Secretary Benson or Secre
tary Freeman or Secretary Anderson, 
that the Secretary would work in the 
interest of the public and that he would 
not work to the disadvantage of the con
sumer or the producer. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. Some Secretaries 
have made mistakes, but we have not had 
Secretaries in a long time who would do 
anything to the detriment of the public 
and deliberately go against the public 
interest. . 

If a producer should sell his base and, 
for example, go into the Boeing plant 
and work in that plant, and leave his 
farm without a base, how would the next 

operator, assuming the next man wanted 
to produce milk, obtain his right to 
produce it? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Generally he gets 
his right to produce on the record of 
past production. 

He can be a farmer who has not pro
duced, for example, class I milk, but he 
could have had a record of producing 
grade II milk who decided to go to the 
expense of qualifying his operation for 
class I milk. 

If the Secretary were transferring to 
a new producer, he could do so on the 
basis of the producer finding a handler, 
as he does now. There would be as much 
free enterprise as possible. It would not 
be up to the Secretary of Agriculture to 
find a handler. It would be up to the 
handler to find a farmer who could do 
the job, or up to the farmer to find .a 
handler. 

Mr. AIKEN. He would have to buy a 
base to produce his milk. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. He might have to 
do so. 

Mr. AIKEN. Could the Senator esti
mate what a fair price would be for a 
thousand-pound base, in case somebody 
wanted his milk and no bases were avail
able? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. No. 
Mr. AIKEN. Let me read from a letter 

from an officer of Land O'Lakes Cream
eries, Inc., dated September 2, just a few 
days ago: 

I cannot for the life of me figure out how 
anyone in the United States could go for 
transferable quotas. Certainly we have 
mixed up the economics of marketing in the 
United States about as badly as possible. 
Up to this time we have not made the right 
to sell a property right. Transferable quotas 
would accomplish this and undoubtedly in
crease the cost of producing mllk over a pe
riod of years. It is impossible for me to fig• 
ure out why anybody would propose such a 
thing, although I know it has been proposed 
by many persons in high places and educa
tional institutions. I hope the time never 
comes when the U.S. Government makes the 
r ight to sell any farm or food product a prop
erty right which in itself can be bought and 
sold. 

That letter is signed by Gordon W. 
Sprague, Land O'Lakes Creameries, Inc., 
one of the largest butter producers in the 
world. 

I have another question: Would the 
Proxmire amendment lower Government 
costs? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. As the 
Senator will recall, we discussed this 
question in some detail in 1963. In my 
judgment, it would lower costs and per
mit the farmer to operate on a more ef
ficient basis. He could cull out his ineffi
cient, low producers. He could count on 
a particular allotment for fiuid milk. It 
seems to me that doing so would help to 
reduce costs. 

There would not be the temptation, in 
some cases, where the blend price is quite 
high-$4¥2 or $5-to bring in very inefii
cient producers. As inefficiency was 
eliminated, costs would be reduced. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 
Wisconsin agree that milk is the largest 
single commodity sold from farm.S in the 

United States, and that the Govern
ment costs of the dairy price-support 
program, the cost of supplying the 
armed services and schools with milk, 
and the cost of supplying milk for the· 
food for peace program amounts to only 
7.7 percent of the total, compared with 
47 percent of the total value of rice 
production, 6·6 percent of wheat pro-· 
duction, 29 percent of upland cotton,. 
and 22 percent on feed grains? The cost
of the milk program to the Government· 
is the least in this respect. The total 
for 1964 was $408 million, so there has. 
been a sharp drop in the cost in the last. -
2 or 3 years. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I wholeheartedly· 
agree with the Senator from Vermont .. 
As he knows, the dairy farmer has done 
an excellent job. Nevertheless, the costs 
to the Federal Government would be 
reduced; and, my amendment would 
help to reduce the farm program's costs 
in the judgment of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. AIKEN . . The Senator from Wis
consin knows that when $300 million is 
spent for surplus dairy products during 
the first 6 months of a year, a good por
tion is recovered by resale during the 
last months, when there is a short 
season. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is undoubt
edly correct. The dairy farmers have 
done well, but there is still room for 
improvement. Nevertheless, this amend
ment would save money for the tax
payers and help the dairy farmers to 
increase their income. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 
Wisconsin believe that his amendment 
would help to reduce a milk surplus? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Oh, yes. 
Mr. AIKEN. What surplus? We are 

using more dairy products than we pro
duce and have had to renege on our 
commitments. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from 
Vermont knows that up until July our 
cumulative purchases were about 6 bil
lion pounds of dairy products. They are 
the most recent figures available. 

Mr. AIKEN. What was the total for 
last year? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. In July of last year,. 
the comparable figure was 6.8 billion 
pounds. This year the figure is 6.2 billion 
pounds through July. The amounts are 
fairly close, although the total is a little 
less this year. 

Mr. AIKEN. In the very same bill, 
do we not authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to go into the market and 
buy up, wherever he can find it, about $50 
million worth of dairy products to meet. 
the demands we are not ·able to meet 
with the products purchased under the 
price-support program? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from 
Vermont must realize that as we correct. 
the situation and get the Government out 
of buying excess dairy products, we en
able the dairy farmer to earn the kind of 
income that he deserves to earn. 

According to the Secretary of Agricul
ture, the dairy farmers of Wisconsin are 
earning less than 40 cents an hour. That 
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is shameful. The more the excess supply 
is reduced, the better the situation will 
be for the dairy farmers. They can then 
begin to earn a decent, respectable living 
related to efficiency, investment, and 
their 10 to 12 hours of work every day, 
7. days a week. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 
Wisconsin believe that integration or 
take-over of milk production by retail 
outlets would be helpful? And to 
whom? Suppose the practice is fol
lowed which has been carried on in the 
broiler industry. I am not talking en
tirely from hearsay, because the talk 
now is to the effect that the retail stores 
could go into the producer handler busi
ness and buy bases from the small pro
ducers who are squeezed out by voting 
to reduce their production. The retail 
stores would produce their own milk, 
just as the chainstores and other mar
kets produce their broilers now. This 
bill is exactly what they want. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. This bill is exactly 
what they do not want. What they are 
concerned about is that on page 5 of 
the amendment, lines 13 to 15, we pro
vide: 

The provisions authorized under this sub
paragraph may be made applicable to a 
regulated handler's own production of milk. 

I have been discussing with another 
Senator the possibility of elim.ina.ting 
that language. I do not believe it 
should be taken out, because I believe 
we should do everything we can to pro
vide the strongest protection for the 
family farm to stop vertical integration. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Farmers Union 
favor selling milk bases? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Farmers Union 
has never opposed that. Their concern 
was that the amendment did not provide 
the kind of assistance needed for manu
facturing milk producers. I agree. That 
is a slice of bread, not a whole loaf. I 
presume they did not have any particular 
concern with selling bases. 

Mr. AIKEN. The SenatoT from Wis
consin spoke about the Department of 
Agriculture's SJUpport. I have a report 
entitled "Agricultural Economics Report 
No. 3," prepared by the Department of 
Agriculture and Michigan State Uni
versity. 

They say: 
As expected, for each farm type, profitable 

milk production is less under the two-price 
plans than under blend pricing for unlimited 
production, regardless of whether the farm 
could add land as a substitute. · Smaller 
milk sales and lower excess milk prices 
would reduce farm incomes. 

The title of the report is "Milk Pro
duction Allotment and Class I Base 
Plans." That is from the Michigan 
State Agricultural College, prepared in 
conjunction with the United States De
partment of Agriculture before they 
made the report. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. ' Mr. President, I say, 
in answer to the Senator from Vermont, 
that I would prefer· to rely on the farm
ers other than on professors. 

The farmers know what is good for 
them, and unless they vote by a ~wo-to-

one vote, they will not get the program. 
Any time they want to, they can knock 
it out by a majority vote. What could 
be more fair? 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I have a 
telegram from the New England Milk 
Producers Association. That is the larg
est milk producer organization in New: 
England. They are opposed to the gen
eral farm bill, H.R. 9811. The telegram 
reads as follows: 

Senator GEORGE AIKEN, 
Washington, D.C.: 

BOSTON, MASS. 

New England Milk Producers Association 
is opposed to the general farm bill, H.R. 9811, 
for several years, the association's delegate 
body has passed resolutions against quota 
control of production by individual dairy 
farmers such as the class I base plan pro
posed in H.R. 9811: Even the voluntary as
pect of the plan is objectionable, for mixed 
acceptance of the plan would create prob
lems calling for mandatory controls at an 
early date. We are strongly opposed to any 
general exemption of producer ha~dlers from 
the Secretary's milk price regulations. We 
understand that Congressman O'BRIEN of 
New York State will offer an amendment 
to H.R. 9811 proposing such exemption and 
we vigorously opposed any such possible 
amendment. 

JOHN F. ADAMS, 
General Manager, 

New England Milk Producers Association. 

Mr. President, I also have a telegram 
from what I believe is probably the larg
est dairy cooperative in the world. It 
is the Dairymen's League Cooperative 
Association, Inc. 

It is certainly the largest cooperative 
in the Northeast. They have 17,000 
members. They state: 

Any attempt to strangle the in<:entive and 
productive capa<:ity of our dairy industry is 
ill-advised and has dangerous implications 
for ·the future. Furthermore, we have seen 
no evidence to indi-cate that 'the dairy quota 
program, as proposed in the original farm 
bill, will provide any improvement in the 
net income of d-airy farmers. On behalf of 
our 17,000 member f~mllies, we urge you to 
oppose any efforts to reinsta.te the dairy 
quota section in the farm bill now under 
consideration. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in 
1963 the same issue was raised. We 
pointed out then the policies of the mem
bers of the organization, not the leader
ship, but the members of the Farm Bu
reau in New York. In every single case, 
a substantial majority wanted the class 
I plan. Even when the Farm Bureau 
members were polled, they voted 5 to 4 
for this class I base plan, in most groups, 
the vote was 4 to 1 or 5 to 1, whenever 
they were given an opportunity to vote. 

Furthermqre, this plan would not go 
into effect unless they voted 2 to 1 in a 
referendum in their area. Then it would 
not affect any other area. 

The Senator from Vermont has quoted 
from telegrams and indicated that some 
of the leaders of this organization are 
opposed to the class I base plan. They 
have always been opposed. 
· Mr. AIKEN. Do leaders not count? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. They count, yes. I 
believe their words should be listened 
to. Ho'wever, we shouid also listen to the 
mem~rs. ' · 

Mr. AIKEN. I have here a telegram 
from the Farm Bureau. They are op
pose<;! to it, too. 

Mr; LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
statement was made that the leaders 
count. That statement is dependent 
upon the type of economic association 
they promote. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Sena·tor is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. There are certain 

leaders whose word is law. There are 
other economic associations which have 
leaders whose word means nothing. I 
think we had an example today of a case 
when the word of the leader counts; and 
it is followed implicitly and without 
deviation. 

Mr. AIKEN. I also have some more 
information. However, I do not believe 
that I need to have any more of the com
munications printed in the RECORD now. 

If the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin is agreed to and most of the 
order areas tried to avail themselves of 
it and operate under it, they would find 
it the worst law that they have had for 
a long time. I do not say that there are 
not one or two areas which have been so 
. badly mismanaged they would be better 
off with anything at all. However, for 
most of them, this would be starting 
down the primrose path toward Utopia. 
I forget whether it was the friend of the 
Senator from Wisconsin or someone else 
who told the dairymen of our area of this 
Utopia for milk producers. However, 
one of the agitators who came to New 
England said that the Proxmire bill 
would bring Utopia to dairymen. All I 
could think of was that it was the first 
time that I knew of when there was a 
primrose path to Utopia. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes so that I may yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized for 
5 minutes. · 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from Wisconsin 
for his leadership in this important effort 
to improve the lot of the dairy farmers. 
The :figures he just cited indicate that 

· earnings fo.r the dairy farmer are ap
proximately 40 cents an hour. 'l'hat un
derscores the fact that, of all the com
modity programs, there is none that is 
less effective in terms of farmers' in
come than the program for the dairy 
farmers of this country. 

Coming, as we do, from the two States 
of the Union which produce more milk 
and more dairy products than any other 
State, I think we have a responsibility 
to speak for our dairy farmers and try to 
do all we can to lend our support to pro
posals designed to provide them with 
more support. 

I also commend ' the Senator for his 
explanation of the Class I proposal 
which passed the Senate last session and 
which is now before the Senate in iden
tical form. 

I understand that the language of the 
amendment of the Senator from Wis
consin t's the so-called_ class I base bill, 
which the Senator first introduced as 
S. 1915 in 1963, and which is identical 
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to S. 399, a bill introdueed by the senior 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], 
which was considered during the present 
hearings before the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, dur
ing the recent hearings before the Sen
ate Agriculture Committee, I inquired 
of the Secretary of Agriculture whether 
the Senate version of the Class I Base 
bill would restrict or in any way limit 
the entry of outside milk into any mar
keting area. The Secretary's answer to 
my questions appears on pages 1366 and 
1367 of the hearing record. The Secre
tary assured me that under the Senate 
bill, new producers of outside milk would 
be able to enter the market and receive 
the full Class I price without first hav
ing to earn a base during some specified 
production period. Is that also the un
derstanding of the Senator from Wis
consin? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, it is. The class 
I Base Bill would in no way change the 
present law as interpreted by the Su
preme Court in the Lehigh case. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the colloquy 
which I had with the Secretary of Agri
culture, and which appears on pages 
1366 and 1367 of the transcript of hear
ings be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the colloquy 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator MoNDALE, I under
stood that you desire to ask a few questions 
as to the program. 

Senator MONDALE. Yes. Mr. Secretary, I 
know I don't have to recount the problems 
that our milk producers have had in Midwest. 
Indeed, I think that in your testimony at 
the outset of these hearings, you pointed out 
that the dairy farmer is perhaps the worst off 
of all of our farmers. 

I was happy to see some improvement in 
the returns to our dairy farmers, in 1964 over 
1963 but I think it still is ·very low. I am 
pleased to see the reserves of butter and 
powdered cheese are no longer burdensome. 
Indeed, I think, they are below in every case, 
the recommendations for national reserves. 

Now, there is a great deal of discussion 
about this proposed class I base program and 
I see that the House bill, as recommended 
by the House committee, incorporates the so
called Poage bill. Following the Lehigh Val
ley case, there has been I think a very healthy 
development in terms of the intermarket 
movement of milk. As a result, milk now 
moves between markets.into an order market 
easier than it did, easier that it could before. 

I am worried about the restrictive features 
of a class I program. I must say there are 
certain parts of it that I think could have 
an appeal if we can get away from the blend 
price, that we might take qff some of the 
incentive for increased surplus production. 
But I am afraid that there is built into the 
class I proposal, at least, as we see it in the 
House and some have testified here in the 
Senate, an exclusionary provision that will 
have the effect of eliminating all of the en
couraging interstate marketip.g. of milk that 
has come about since the Lehigh Valley ~ase: 

I would like ·to ask you a few questions 
along those lines, if :t: may. 

W auld a class I base plan be admi.nister.ed 
to divide fluid mill{ sales among "producers" 

under the order at the time of the adoption 
of the plan or would new sources be per
mitted to come in freely? 

Secretary FREEMAN. I think new sources 
could be permitted to come in freely under 
the bill that has been before the Senate. 
I think they would not be permitted to come 
in freely under the bill that has passed the 
House. 

Senator MoNDALE. Will new producers of 
outside milk be able· to enter the market 
and receive its full class I value without first 
having to earn a base during some specified 
production period? 

Secretary FREEMAN. The answer is the same 
as to the previous question. 

Senator MoNDALE. In other words, your 
understanding of the Senate version as we 
now see it is that outside milk could come 
in freely and earn a class I base and receive 
a class I price. 

Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, that is my under
standing. Under the Senate bill, both new 
producers and those who have been in the 
milk business but not in a given market can 
come in and get a base in due course as well. 

' Senator MoNDALE. Now, can an outside 
milk producer ship class I milk into the milk 
market order area? 

Secretary FREEMAN. Under the Senate bill, 
yes. 

Senator MoNDALE. And sell it in the first 
instance for class I price? 

Secretary FREEMAN. That is my under
standing. 

Senator MoNDALE. Well, now, what bothers 
me about this is that as I understand the 
class I program, it will be essentially con
structed as follows. There will be some 
study made of the traditional demand for 
class I. Then the class I demand will be 
allocated among the traditional suppliers of 
class I and each will be allocated a class I 
production base. Then the handlers in effect 
act as a conduit, take the money from the 
sales and return it to the farmers. But if in 
addition outside milk is able to come in and 
receive the class I prices, it seems to me that 
by that fact you are dislocating part of the 
traditional market upon which the whole 
basis of the class I base system is structured. 
You are dislocating part of the demand. 
Where are those who have been allocated 
bases going to get their money? 

Secretary FREEMAN. I cover that by saying 
it would be no different than it is now in any 

· milk market order where someone can come 
in, and does, and what keeps them from 
coming in is either local sanitary regula
tions or transportation cost differentials. So 
there would be no difference between the 
application under this provision under the 
base excess plan than there is under the 
operation of the milk marketing orders now. 

Senator MoNDALE. Would you have any ob
jection to the amendment of the class I plan 
that would clearly write in your understand
ing of its operation; that is, the Senate ver
sion, to provide that the full impact of the 
Lehigh Valley case is not intended in ·any 
way to be modified and that outside milk 
can come in and receive a class I price at the 
outset without any discrimination or period 
during which they get the manufactured 
milk price? 

Secretary FREEMAN. I have no objection to · 
a clarification that will continue the same 
treatment of outside milk as is presently 
provided. 

Mr. MONDALE. I should also observe 
that the testimony of the National Milk 
Producers Association, first by Mr. Lake, 
and later by Mr. Norton, appearing at 
pages 1126, 1133, and 1134 of the tran
script of hearings expresses precisely the 
same view of their understanding of class 
I base bill. · 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is my under
standing exactly. 

Mr. MONDALE. And that testimony, 
on behalf of this proposal, represented 
the consensus of most of the milk pro
ducers of this country. 

I ask unanimous consent at this time 
that the testimony of Mr. Lake, appear
ing in the last paragraph at the bottom 
of page 1126, my question and answer of 
Mr. Lake appearing at the bottom of page 
1133, and the response of Mr. Norton, ap
pearing at the top of page 1134, be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Mr. LAKE." The new base provisions would 
not result in barriers to the movement of 
milk. The movement of milk from area to 
area is a fact of life. These movements are 
taking place over wider areas and to a grow
ing degree under the present terms of Fed
eral milk marketing orders. None of the 
other provisions of the act would be changed 
in any way, and section 8c(5) (G) of the act, 
as interpreted by the Supreme Court in the 
case of Lehigh Valley Cooperative Farmers v. 
United States, would remain unLtnpaired. 

• 
Senator MoNDALE. I was pleased to note 

your testimony at the top of page 6 in which 
you state the federation does not wish by the 
proposed class I marketing plan to place any 
barriers on the movement of milk and tore
tain section 8c ( 5) (G) in full force and effect 
as interpreted by the Lehigh Valley case. I 
assume that you would have no objection if 
we would include an amendment in the class 
I proposal which spelled out the clear mean
ing of this paragraph, and stated in effect 
that regardless of anything else in the act or 
in this amendment the provisions of 8c(5) 
(G) ·should apply. 

Mr. LAKE. I think that is about what we 
have said here. That none of the other pro
visions of this act would be changed in any 
way, and section 8c(5) (G) of 'the act as 
interpreted by the Supreme Court in the 
case of Lehigh Valley Cooperative Farmers 
against the United States would remain un
impaired. 

• 
Mr. NoRTON. Senator, this section that you 

refer to was referred to the Department of 
Agriculture Solicitor's Office and the Solicitor 
there maintains that is what the section is
S. 399- means, and we certainly do not object 
to any longer opinions, shorter opinion, 
amendment to or inclusion in the law which 
clarifies this to anyone's satisfaction. We 
have no intent whatsoever to change- the 
intent of the Lehigh Valley case. 

Mr. MONDALE. All of that under
scores the point of the Senator in charge 
of the bill as to what is intended by the 
sponsors ,and ·authors of this legislation 
as it relates to this proposal. In other 
words, the Senator's understanding of 
the Senate version would coincide ex
actly with that of the Secretary as ex
pressed in his testimony before the Sen
ate committee-that is, that an outside 
milk producer would be able to ship milk 
into any milk marketing order area and 
in the first . instance receive the class I 
price without first having to earn a base? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Yes; that is my un-· 
derstanding exactly. 

Mr. MONDALE. Some of my produc
ers have -been concerned with the intro
ductory language .. beginning, "notwith
standing any other provisions of this 
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section, and so forth." They are wor
ried that the new class I base amendment 
would be made effective notwithstanding 
any other section of the bill including 
8(c) (5) (G)~ which is the section cited by 
the Supreme Court in the Lehigh case as 
prohibiting any restrictions on the entry 
of milk into any marketing area? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. ,No; and I am glad 
the Senator from Minnesota gives me an 
opportunity to clarify that point. That 

· is not the intent of the introductory lan
guage. The only purpose of that lan
guage is to overcome any inconsistency 
which might arise from the present allo
cation provisions contained in section 
8(c) (5) (B) of the act. The amendment 
would simply provide that the · proceeds 
of the market could be allocated accord
ing to the producer's base. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator. 
I am satisfied that our discussion will 
make it clear that no new restrictions on 
the free entry of outside milk into any 
marketing area are intended by the 
Senator's amendment. 

Let me add, however, that I find some 
who complain that the concept of free 
entry into a fluid milk market is new and 
unique. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. It has been going 
on for years. The purpose is to establish 
with certainty that the practice will not 
be prohibited by the new legislation. 

Mr. MONDALE. There is a consid
erable body of law, of which the Lehigh 
Valley case is the landmark case, in.
terpreting the meaning of free access 
under section 8(c) (5) (G). All we are 
saying, in effect, is that the same law 
should apply to class I base plans which 
now applies in milk-marketing orders. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor
rect. There is no change. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE.- I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. There has been a 
great deal of discussion as to who en
dorses the Senator's amendment and 
who does not endorse it. 

I am not a dairy farmer. There are 
many good dairy farmers in my State. 
But ever since I cosponsored the amend
ment with the Senator from Wisconsin 
in 1963, I have received considerable 
mail, not only from the cooperative~, the 
granges, and the Farmers' Union but 
from individual dairy farmers, S\lggest
ing that this was a good amendment, 
that it was what they wanted. 

I do not know what the dairy farmers 
in New York may have to say through 
their leaders or otherwise, but I wish the 
record to be clear that the Washing
ton State Grange, which I think has 
closer contact with the dairy farmer 
than any other organization in my area, 
both Oregon and Washington, particu
larly the western part, in which there 
are more dairy farms, wholeheartedly 
sponsors the Senator's amendment, as it 
did 2 years ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

I think it very significant that both ing hearings, and we hope some good 
Senators from Washington [Mr. MAG- will come of it. That is the right way 
NUSON and Mr. JACKSON] are cosponsors to go about achieving better income. 
of this legislation. They know that in Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
British Columbia, where such a system yield myself 10 minutes. 
has been tried for a number of years, it I hoped that the Senate would not 
has worked very well, has helped tlle take up any amendments on the milk 
dairy farmer and has not hurt the con- program. The matter was submitted to 
sumer. It has been most satisfactory. the committee, and by a vote of 13 to 2. 
Of course, having witnessed that pro- it was decided not to include a dairy 
gram and how it works, they want it in section in the bill since the House of 
Washington. Representatives had a title dealing with 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am sure that if milk in their bill which contained un
a vote were taken today, they would desirable clauses. We felt that we might 
vote for the plan 2 to 1. have a better chance to obtain desirable 

Mr. AIKEN. Was that a telegram legislation if we did not include a title 
from the Carnation people the Senator which dealt with milk in the committee 
was discussing? amendment. I believe the same situa

Mr. MAGNUSON. No, it was from the t~on would prevail if the dairy title 
master of our State grange. should be defeated on the Senate floor. 

Mr. AIKEN. I misunderstood. since the Senate conferees would then 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I did not wish to have wide latitude and great bargaining 

encumber the RECORD with it. It also power in working with the House con
contains a little discussion about the · ferees to obtain the most desirable pro-
weather and other matters. visions possible. 

Mr. AIKEN. Fine. Mr. President, I ·· The proposed Proxmire amendment 
yield myself 2 minutes. was agreed to by the Senate 2 years ago. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be Under the rules of the committee of 
printed in the RECORD a letter to me from . which I am chairman, I submitted the 
the American Dairy Association of Ver- language of the Proxmire amendment 
mont dated September 9, 1965, opposing in a bill numbered S. 399. The so-called 
this legislation. Proxmire bill of 2 years ago is identical 

There being no objection, the letter with the bill that I introduced as chair
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, man of the committee and the one that 
as follows: is being presented now. 

AMERICAN DAIRY ASSOCIATION It iS my opinion that Under the laW 
oF VERMONT, INc., as it now stands, that is, the Agricul-

Montpelier, Vt., September 9, 1965. tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
Hon. GEORGE D. AIKEN, as amended, the Secretary of Agricul-
Senate Office Building, · ture could provide producers with one 
Washington, D .C. price for their share of the class 1 milk 

DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: The executive com- and necessary reserves and another for 
mittee of the American Dairy Association of th · k 
Vermont, Inc., at a meeting held on Thurs- eir excess mil · But to make certain 
day, september 2, 1965, directed that I write that the Department of Agriculture 
to the Vermont congressional delegation ex- would carry out what Congress intended, 
pressing their concern about the dairy sec- I supported the Proxmire bill 2 years 
tion of the omnibus farm bill. The commit- ago .. 
tee feels that the House version of the farm Under the 1937 Marketing Agreement 
bill places all dairy promotion in jeopardy Act, it was the intention of Congress to 
inasmuch as the class I base plan in the say to farmers who organized themselves 
dairy section states that any increase in . t . 
bases as a result of increased sales would first In ° a milkshed, "If you get together and 
go to new producers. If the omnibus bill produce ·milk for direct consumption, we 
which is finally approved should contain such . will see that the price of that milk will 
a provision the committee feels that the in- be one at which you can make a fair 
centive for dairy promotion would be lost if income." 
producers cannot benefit from increased That would have worked well prac-
sales. tically all over the. country, except in 

Vermont dairymen are currently contribut- some of our Northern States, where milk 
ing over one-half million dollars for milk ·production was far in excess of demand. 
promotion in the markets where their milk 
is sold. They lead the Nation in their con~ When the Agricultural Marketing 
tribution to dairy promotion. It is funda- Agreement Act of 1937 was enacted, I 
mental to the continuance of this program doubt that as many as 35 States pro
that the producers continue to receive the duced sufficient milk for direct consump.-
benefit from their efforts. tion. As time passed and production in-

Sincerely yours, creased, a practice developed of estab-
. EDWARD A. PETERSON, lishing a blend price for milk, Whereby 

Manager. the milk that was produced for direct 
Mr. AIKEN. I should also like to state consumption was added to the milk that 

that there is a way the producers in the was produced for making cheese, butter 
Chicago area might improve their lot. and other products, and that blend 
The Department of Agriculture is hold- price, in my opinion, induced or actually 
ing a hearing in the Chicago area, I forced the production of more and more 
think starting the 20th of this month, milk. 
on the problem of the Chicago market In one of the milksheds, more specifi
area. Something is obviously wrong with cally the Chicago area, 39 percent of the 
it, for it to be in so much worse condi- milk produced is now used for direct 
tion than the rest of the country. But consumption and 61 percent is used for 
the Department of Agriculture is start- manufacturing purposes. That huge 
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amount of milk produced in excess of 
class I occurred because, as I said, a 
blend price, made possible through ad
ministrative rulings of the Department 
of Agriculture, is in effect there. 

The Department, in my opinion, in the 
early stages of the marketing program 
did not follow what Congress desired. I 
repeat, the Congress wanted to make it 
possible for farmers to furnish our coun
try good, pure, wholesome milk produced 
under the highest of sanitary conditions, 
and receive good ·prices for it. But, the 
blend price forced individual farmers to 
produce more and more in order to main
tain their income, as the blend price de
clined. 

Mr. President, one of the most vexing 
problems that the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry has had to deal 
with in past years has been the milk 
program. 

As I showed in the RECORD last week, 
the milk program has cost, since its in
ception, approximately $4,750 million; 
In fiscal 1964, the milk program cost the 
taxpayers $829 million. Although that 
is a substantial amount, when we con
sider the total valqe represented by milk 
production and its byproducts, as the 
Senator from Vermont has pointed out, 
it is much less, percentagewise, than 
most other commodities on which we 
have price support. 

Mr. President, as I said, the committee 
voted 13 to 2 not to take action on the 
milk program, but for us to proceed and 
try to deal with the House, since it had 
a provision somewhat similar to what 
we propose to do through the Proxmire 
amendment. The House bill has several 
undesirable features, and it would seem 
to me that we would fare better if we 
were to leave the milk provision out of 
the bill so that we might be in a better 
position to deal with the House. My 
fear is, as I said, and I do not know, I 
have never canvassed around to see who 
would vote for what on the milk pro
gram, but I can well see that if insist
ence is made to add a milk title to the 
bill, we may not be able to bargain as 
well with the House as we .can by leaving 
it out and trying to get a compromise 
after the bill is enacted. I am sure that 
we can work our will in conference. I 
stated that before the committee. I am 
now stating it to the Senate. -

I have no objection to the enactment 
of the bill which I personally introtluced, 
because it is trying, more or less, to 
force the Department of Agriculture to 
do what we intended be done under the 
1937 Marketing Act. Further, · I sup
ported the enactment of the Proxmire 
bill in 1963 very vigorously, and under 
different circumstances would also sup
port the Senator at this time ·very vig
orously. However, as I said, it is my 
opinion that to include this amendment 
in the bill will present the Senate with 
unusual problems in trying to deal with 
the Hou.se in conference. 

Mr. AIKEN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
RussELL of South oarolina in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Louisiana yield to 
the Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Apropos of what the 

Senator has said regarding the cost to 
the Government, let me point out that 
in 1963 the cost of the price support and 
related programs was $431 million. In 
1964 it was $599 million. In ·1965 it is 
estimated to be $288 million, so the cost 
is coming down. 

·Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
have before me the hearings of the Ag
ricultural Appropriation Act for 1966 and 
I ask unanimous consent to have a tab
ulation therein printed in the RECORD at 
this point; it appears on page 308, part 
I of the agricultural appropriations bill 
for 1966. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Net realized losses and funds used for activ

ities directly involving dairy products fis
cal year 1964 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service (Commodity Credit Corporation) 

Price-support program, net realized losses: 
Payments to Veterans' Administration 

and armed services under sec. 202 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, a·s 
amended, for fluid milk used in ex
cess of normal requirements and do
nations of other dairy products: 

Millions 
Butter---------~-------------- $17.4 
Cheese________________________ 1.3 
Milk, fluid____________________ 26. 5 

Total----------------------- 45.2 

Donations from COC inventortes 
under sec. 416 of the Ag;ricul
tural Act of 1949, as amended: 

Domestic: 
Butter ______________________ 108. 3 
Cheese ______________________ 50.4 

Milk, dried---------- - ------- 29. 3 

Total _____________________ 188.0 

Foreign: 
Butter ______________________ 25.0 
Butter oiL__________________ 98. 8 
Cheese______________________ 1.9 
Ghee________ ________________ 5. 6 
Milk, dried~------ --- -------- 100. 9 

TotaL _____________________ 232. 2 

Other price-support losses: · 
Butter ________________________ 49.5 
Butter oiL________ __ __________ 1. 9 
Cheese___ _____________________ 3. 8 
Ghee---------------- ·--------- . 1 
Milk, dried____________________ 41. 9 

Total _______________________ 97.2 

Total, price-support program_ 562. 6 

Commodity export progra.m, net 
realized losses: 

Milk, dried---------------------- 29. 7 
Butter and butter products______ 6. 9 

Total------------------------- 36.6 

Public Law 480: 
Title I: 1 

Milk, condensed-------·--------
Milk, dried----------------------Milk, evaporated _______________ _ 
Butter and butter products ____ _ 
Cheese--------------------------

. 12.6 
7.5 
3.0 
.9 
.1 

Total------------------------- 24.1 

· Net realized losses and funds used for activ
ities directly involving dairy products fis
cal year 1964--continued 

Public Law 48Q-Continued 
Title II: Millions 

Milk dried______________________ $8. 9 
Butter and butter products_____ 11.9 
Cheese--------~----------------- .5 

Total _________________________ 21.3 

Title IV: 1 

Butter and butter products______ 1. 4 
Milk, condensed_________________ . 7 
Milk, evaporated~--------------- . 2 

Total---------- ·--------------- 2. 3 

Total, Public Law 480_________ 47. 7 

Consumer and Marketing Service: 
Special milk .program for children__ 97.1 

Removal of surplus agricultural 
commodities (sec. 32): Butter __________________________ 52.8 

Cheese-----------·--------------- 23. 9 
Milk, dried_____________________ 8. 3 

To~------------------------- 85.0 
Total __ _______________________ 829.0 

1. Amounts shown represent gross cost-
do not reflect recoveries from sales of foreign 
currencies under title I and collections under 
title IV. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the 
table states that the net realized losses 
and funds used for activities directly in
volving dairy products for the fiscal year 
1964, and it shows the various programs 
for which we spend money for milk, in
cluding the separate appropriations 
which are made. 

The total amount is $829 million for 
fiscal1964. 

Mr. AIKEN. For what year? 
Mr. ELLENDER. Fiscal1964. 
Mr. AIKEN. Yes, but that is· the total, 

including food for peace. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I know, but that 

is- . 
Mr. AIKEN. The figures that I was 

reading concerned support prices. 
Mr. ELLENDER. That is the total 

cost--for school milk for children, milk 
selling under special laws, at a bargain 
to the Army, Navy, and Air Force-also 
sectlon 32-there is a lot of milk--

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Purchased under 

section 32, and it includes the entire cost. 
Mr. AIKEN. Both figures are correct, 

I believe. 
Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor

rect. I am sure that my good friend the 
Senator from Vermont knows there is 
·another provision in the bill before us 
which would give the Secretary of Agri
culture the right to purchase milk and 
milk products in the open market in event 
that the surplus runs out, but I be
lieve-

Mr. AIKEN. That would really do 
some good because we have no surplus 
at the present time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes-but I favor it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator from 

Vermont wishes to yield back the re
mainder of his time, I will--
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if 
someone will yield me a few minutes, I 
should like to ask-- . 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, most 
of the inquiries . and complaints which 
have come from my State-and there has 
been some support from my State as 
well-but the complaints have been 
against what they regard as an invita
tion to the shipment of milk from south 
of the State. At present, we have one 
milkshed-the Miami milkshed, under 
the Federal marketing order. . Two 
others are in contemplation. They are 
working on them. Apparently, there are 
many dairymen who are fearful that 
coming in under this bill, if it were to 
be enacted, would open the door to the 
shipment of large quantities of outside 
milk into those two new milkshed areas 
which would cover most of the highly 
populated portions of the S.tate other 
than the Miami. area, which is already 
covered. 

I should like both of my distinguished 
friends to comment upon this, because it 
seems to be a matter of substantial con
cern to some of mY dairy people. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me say to the 
Senator from Florida that I believe his 
is a perfectly proper concern, but my 
best judgment is that this amendment 
would have no effect whatsoever on that 
problem. It would not change the pres
ent milk marketing situation one way or 
the other. The situation would be pre
cisely the same that maintains now. 
There is a possible hypothesis that I be
lieve the Senator from Vermont may or 
may not espouse; that it is conceivable 
that the farmers and the marketing or
der area in Miami may, under this kind 
of situation, choose to reduce production 
quite sharply. It is also possible that 
they might even decide to go out of the 
dairy business. They might of course 
do so now without this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Under those cir
cumstances it is possible that more milk 
would be shipped in. But this is most 
illogical and certainly would be against 
the interests of the farmers and handlers. 
I think there would be every expectation 
that the matter would be handled in such 
a way that they would continue to pro
duce the fluid milk they need in the 
Florida area. They might decide to re
duce the excess, but it would not have a 
significant effect on the flow of milk into 
Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. We have very little 
excess production, and milk is expensive 
in Florida. 

Mr: PROXMIRE. Then I do not think . 
it would have much effect in Florida. 

Mr. HOI:.LAND. The standards are 
high. The great percentage of the milk
my recollection is 90 percent-is con
sumed as liquid milk. 

ThB concern manifested' by certain 
dairymen who have communicated with 
me is that the bill, if it is followed by 

bringing these two areas into the milk
shed, would be an invitation to receiving 
milk from other producing areas where 
the milk is not so good. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. This proVISlon 
would enable the Florida farmers to pre
serve this good condition, and not dimin
ish their blend price. Many marketing 
order areas have started that way, but 
have deteriorated. There is no reason 
why there should be an increase of milk 
going into Florida in view of the fact 
that the producers in Florida are inter
ested in this matter and are undoubtedly 
capable of taking care of the situation 
now. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I was 
about to say--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has l;>een used, unless the Senator wishes 
to-yield time on the bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 2 minutes on the 
bill. 

I was about to say, in response to what 
has been said by the Senator from 
Florida and the Senator from Wisconsin, 
that any Federal market order area 
where the producers vote to reduce their 
production of class I or drinking milk 
would be subject to invasion of surplus 
milk from other areas. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if I 
may have 1 minute on the bill--

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute on 
the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Just what does the 
Secretary mean in his testimony in 
which he contrasts the situation be
tween the House provision and this pro
vision, referred to as the Proxmire pro
vision, by saying this provision would 
invite flowing in of milk across a State 
line and the other would not? 

Mr. AIKEN. The Secretary spoke on 
that subject, because the provisions of 
the House bill would virtually prohibit 
the importation of milk from outside 
an area that had voted to reduce its class 
I production. That is the principal dif
ference between the House provision and 
the provision of the Senator from Wis
consin. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

have 4 minutes remaining, I believe. I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. ROBERTSON]. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
do not know how the pending amend
ment would apply to Virginia, but our 
farmers say it would help them and the 

,producers. Therefore, I shall vote for it. 
Mr. President, on another matter, we 

have an amendment, No. 441, by the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BREWST~R], 
which would limit all payments from all 
sources to $10,000. Back in 1949 I voted 
to end this program of supports. Follow
ing that, not only did it not end, but it 
grew bigger and bigger. I do not think 
$10,900 is very much. I send to the desk 
an amendment to the amendment which 
would raise the amount to $25,000 and 
provide that there shli_ll be no payment 
after January _1, 1967, to any corpora
tion. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received and printed, 
and will lie on the table. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield for a 
question? May I have 2 minutes on the 
bill? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes, if it comes out of 
the time on the bill. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The mail and tele
grams which I am receiving indicate that 
the small milk prod.ucer is against the 
Proxmire amendment and the large pro
ducer is for it. I have my own surmise 
as to the cause of the divergence of 
views. Will the Senator from Vermont 
give me his understanding of the reason 
for this divergence of views? 

Mr. AIKEN. I think it is easy to see 
why. If the small producer, one milk
ing 20 or 40 cows, was forced by the 
majority. to reduce his production 10 
percent, it would put him out of busi
ness, because his capital costs would not 
come down at all, and the dealer and 
handler, the retail store and chain store, 
and any other organization would come 
in and pick up that farmer's base, and 
pretty soon they would control the whole 
business. They have that in mind, too. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Answering what the Senator from Ver
mont has said, in order to have such a 
catastrophic effect on the farmer forum 
there would have to be a 2-to-1 vote of 
the producers and farmers in the milk 
marketing area. There are more small 
farmers and producers than big ones. 
If the small producers do not want this 
program, it will not go into effect. Only 
if the small producers, and some big ones, 
want it, will it go into effect. Cows do 
not vote. Acres do not vote. Each in
dividual farmer, however small, has as 
big a vote as the biggest farmer. It is 
one farmer, one vote. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator believe 
that in any State where there are mar
keting orders under State law they 
should continue to operate uhder those 
marketing orders? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course. This 
amendment would not affect that. 

Mr. AIKEN. The N.A.M. will be glad 
to hear of that defense of section 14(b) 
by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin has 2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Vermont is willing to 
yield back his time, I shall be glad to 
yield back my time. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am glad to yield back 
my time. · 

The PRESIDING. OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has been either 
yielded back or exhausted. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment to the amend
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin, 
and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
on page 3, line 19, to strike out every- · 
thing beginning with the word "Alloca
tions" through the period at the end of 
page 3, line 24, inclusive. 

Mr. MILLER'. Mr. President, I would 
like to say to my colleagues that I have 
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three amendments I propose to discuss, 
though very briefly. I hope the Senator 
from Wisconsin will accept them. I do 
not expect to take a long time on the 
amendments. 

I was one of two members of the Ag
riculture Committee who voted against 
the deletion of the dairy title from the 
agriculture bill. I felt that the commit
tee should have considered the dairy 
title and should have worked to perfect 
it rather than delete it. My amend
ments are the very amendments I had 
planned to offer in committee if the title . 
had been left in. 

I appreciate the fact that a great 
amount of time and effort have gone into 
what is known as the Proxmire amend
ment. I do not know whether it would 
work or not, but it has a meritorious 
theory behind it. I for one did nort like 
to see short shrift given to it. I refer to 
the transfer of allocations on page 3 of 
the language which I find undesirable, 
as follows: 

Allocations to producers under this sub
paragraph may be transferable under an or
der on such terms and conditions as may be 
prescribed 1f the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines that transferability will. be in the 
best. interest of the public and prospective 
new producers. 

My difficulty with this language is that 
I am opposed basically to a system of 
transfer of allotments and allocations. 

There was a title in the bill which 
would have covered the transferability of 
allotments of acreage. The committee 
deleted this title for several reasons. 
One reason was that where there was set 
up a system of transfer of allotments, it 
lays the foundation for the larger farmer 
to grow bigger and the small farmer to 
go out of business. 

In other words, I believe, insofar as the 
assurance that the Secretary of Agricul
ture would not take action against the 
public interest is concerned, this provi
sion lays a foundation for just such an 
occurrence. What operates in the public 
interest and what does not operate in the 
public interest can mean many things to 
many people. 

The Secretary of Agriculture may . 
think one thing; the Senator from Iowa 
and the Senator from Wisconsin and 
many other Senators may think some
thing else. I believe it is a dangerous 
precedent to set up a foundation for the 
transfer of these allotments. 

There is another aspect. It lays a 
foundation for more corporation farm
ing, and we are trying to get away from 
that and preserve the family farmer. 

I believe the best guarantee of that 
assurance is to delete this language alto
gether. I cannot see that it is going to 
interfere with the basic thrust of this leg
islation. That is why I hope the Senator 
from Wisconsin will seriously consider 
accepting my amendment to his amend
ment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE .. With great regret 
I must tell the Senator from Iowa that 
I do not support his position on this 
amendment. 

I can understand· his argument for his 
amendment, but I feel strongly that if 
allocations are not transferable, the ca
pacity of a dairy farmer to sell his farm 

could be destroyed. If a dairy farmer 
wants to sell a farm organized for dairy 
production, in terms of equipment, plant, 
herd, and so on, say in the Miami area, 
which sells 90 percent of its milk for 
ft:uid purposes, the Miller amendment 
means that a dairy farmer could not 
transfer his allocation to the farmer who 
bought the farm. He could not transfer 
at all. He would suffer an economic loss. 

Furthermore, if a dairy farmer sold a 
part of his herd, he should be able to 
transfer his allocation if it was used to 
produce class I milk. To stop him from 
doing this would not be practicable or 
fair, and would almost be taking prop
erty without due compensation. 

I must oppose the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. I regret that. But I 
point out to the Senator from Wisconsin 
that I do not believe his answer has been 
quite responsive. It is my understanding 
that, even with this language deleted 
from his amendment, the present law 
provides for transfer rules under mar
keting orders which permit the farmer 
to transfer his allocation under those 
rules. 

So I do not believe the deletion of this 
language is necessarily going to do what 
the Senator from Wisconsin says it 
would do. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Senator 
from Iowa, with respect to his position, 
that such an interpretation can be put 
on the Department of Agriculture regu
lations-there are no allotments now. 
Whether such rules would be implicit 
in the market order law of 1937, is the 
subject of debate. I am not sure they 
would be. At any rate, if the Senator's 
position is correct, I cannot see that it 
has to do with any language on page 3, 
lines 19 through 24. 

This provides that the Secretary of 
Agriculture may allocate allotments on 
the basis of certain general guidelines. 

Mr. MILLER. I say to my friend the 
Senator from Wisconsin that I am not 
interested in adding to the transfer of 
allotment problem. 

My understanding is that present 
transfer rules are entered in the order 
as base rules in certain areas, and that 
the permission to do so has been so in
terpreted under basic law, and that in 
these cases a transfer of an allocation 
is permitted. 

If a farmer wishes to sell his farm to 
someone who wants to come on that 
farm, he can make that transfer. I _ be
lieve in that limited situation this is all 
right. · 

It is getting away from the situation 
where he can sell to somebody else and 
provide a foundation for allocation in 
corporate farmers. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I cite the case of 
a farmer-and this is true in Wisconsin, 
Iowa, and many other States-who re
tires and has a son who wants to main-
tain the farm. . 

The son has a job in a factory and he 
cannot maintain the dairy farm. He has 
to take too much time at work. He could 
maintain a farm for production of some 
c1'ops,'but not dairy farming. 

In this case the farmer. sells his herd, 
and the value of the herd would dimin-

ish sharply if the farmer could not sell 
along with it an allotment to sell milk. 
He might have to sell outside the State. 
The situation might be very difficult. 

Furthermore, this language permits 
workable flexibility. 

Mr. MILLER. I say to the Senator 
from Wisconsin that I, too, am sympa
thetic about the situation in the example 
which he just gave us. If he is going 
to follow the logic of his example, this 
means that _if the farmer can sell to a 
corporation or another large farmer this 
is all right. 

I understood that that was what we 
were trying to get away from. If the 
farmer's son wishes to work in a factory 
and make fine wages, and wants to get 
away from dairy farming, that is all 
right. Let him do it. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. This is why we 
asked the Secretary of Agriculture to 
exercise discretion. 

Furthermore under the present law 
there is nothing to keep a farmer from 
selling out to a corporation selling milk 
in a marketing order area. This 
amendment of mine would not affect 
this situation at all. 

Mr. MILLER. Does the Senator from 
California have a question? 

Mr. MURPHY. The Senator has an
swered the question. 

Mr. MILLER. If the Senator from · 
Wisconsin is willing, I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. MILLER] to the amendment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PRox
MIREJ. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Wisconsin to the omni
bus farm bill. Dairy farmers in my State 
have for a number of years wholeheart
edly supported the principles of this 
amendment as has the National Milk 
Producers Federation, which represents 
on a national basis the vast majority of 
dairy farmers and their cooperatives. 

Senator PROXMIRE's amendment is 
more commonly known as the dairymen's 
class I base rating plan. It is a piece 
of legislation which dairy farmers 
throughout the Nation have almost 
unanimously supported. They want and 
need this program and they should have 
it. The dairymen's class I base rating 
plan is one of the few major legislative 
efforts which will result in absolutely no 
cost to the Government and at the same 
time will result in no increased cost to 
the consumer. This is a voluntary plan 
which could only be used if it were ap
proved by two-thirds of the producers 
voting in a Federal order market and 
would result in self-imposed incentives 
to cut back on the production within 
that market. · 

This plan would allow a dairy farm
er to relate his production to class I or 
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bottled sales in a Federal order market. 
Under this plan it would be possible for 
any individual farmer supplying a Fed
eral order market to more nearly gear 
his production to the needs of the mar
ket. He would be free to produce as 
much or as little milk as he pleased but, 
if he produced milk in excess of the re
quirements of the market and in excess 
of his class I base, he would receive a 
lower manufacturing price for that milk. 
In this way r.Js excess production would 
not adversely affect the price that was 
received by other dairy farmers. 

This program passed the Senate in 
1963 by a substantial margin. I co
sponsored the bill which passed the Sen
ate. The House, however, failed to act 
on the bill. This year, however, is a 
completely different story. Title I of the 
House omnibus farm bill contains pro
visions similar to those provided by Sen
ator PROXMIRE'S amendment. 

I certainly hope the Senate can sup
port this program again, especially when 
nearly unanimous dairy farmer support 
has prevailed. 

The dairymen's class I base rating plan 
affects only one portion of Federal milk 
marketing orders . and, moreover, it only 
affects markets where the majority of 
dairy farmers elect to use the program. 
It provides a new and modern method of 
distributing money among the farmers 
based upon their performance in meeting 
the requirements of the fluid milk 
market. 

In view of these considerations the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin deserves the support of every 
Member of the Senate. It could result 
in considerable savings to the Federal 
Government in its supporting cost of the 
dairy program. It will result in no in
crease in cost to the consumer and will 
serve to stabilize the dairy industry on a 
market to market basis. 

I, therefore, strongly endorse this 
amendment and express the hope that it 
receives unanimous approval. 

I also want to call to my colleagues' 
attention an article that appeared in the 
September 1965 issue of Farm Journal, 
comparing the operation of a class I base 
plan in Vancouver, B.C., with the Wash
ington State situation where such a plan 
is not in effect. I believe this article is 
a useful description of the value of a 
class I plan and I commend it to the 
attention of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be printed. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A TALE OF Two MARKETS 

(What happens to dairymen when they 
switch to a base plan, like the one now be
fore Congress? This will help you decide, as 
we compa.re two markets--one with quotas, 
one with a Federal order.) 

(By Glenn Lorang) 
The most important dairy legislation in 

30 years (if enacted) will be up before Con
gress as you rea.d this. It appears that the 
class I base plan will pass, riding through 
Congress on the omnibus farm bill. 

With this plan for pricing milk, a dairy
man will be allotted a milk base-his his
torical share of the fiuid milk sales in his 

market-for which he gets the class I price. 
The excess milk he produces above that base 
would bring class II (manufacturing milk) 
prices, considerably lower than the class I 
price. 

Purpose is to take the incentive out of in
creasing production. For example: Suppose 
that class I milk is bringing $5 per hundred 
weight, class II is $3 and that 50 percent of 
the milk is going into fiuid class I uses. 

Under present Federal order markets, the 
blend price would be $4, since half would go 
into fiuid use at $5 and the other half into 
manufacturing at $3. You can expand or 
cut production and still you get only $4. 
There's no incentive to cut back to the needs 
o! your fiuid milk market; and since the 
only way to increase income is to produce 
more milk at the $4 blend, there is an in
centive to produce more. 

As more dairymen do this, the proportion 
of milk that can be sold for class I use falls 
below 50 percent, and the blend goes below 
$4. Thus the need to produce even more 
milk to maintain the same income. 

But with the class I base plan, you'd get 
the $5 for your class I base milk and only $3 
for the class II excess. That's what will in
fluence many dairymen to either cut back to 
the class I base, or at least not expand unless 
their base is increased, or they buy more 
base. 

Supporters of the legislation say it will: 
Reduce the milk surplus (and Government 

costs) without increasing consumer prices 
for bottled milk. 

Maintain freedom for dairymen, because 
they can produce as much or as little milk as 
they want to. 

Slow the race to get bigger. Expansion 
would be profitable only if you get more base, 
or if you can make money at class II prices. 

Provide a retiring dairyman with a base 
that he can sell when he sells off the herd. 

Those against the plan argue that it will
Add to the cost of getting started in dairy

ing. Beginners may have to buy their base, 
or earn it by producing at class II prices for 
a while. 

Stimulate corporation fa.rming by those who 
can afford to buy larger bases, unless a limit 
is put on such buying. 

Give a big windfall to the farmer who 
happens to be dairying now and therefore 
has a base he can sell. 

To see which of these claims and counter
claims hold up in actual practice, I went to 
two markets. One was the British Columbia 
market in Canada where a class I quota 
plan has operated since 1962. The other 
was the Puget Sound Federal order mar
ket directly across the border in north
western Washington, which has operated 
since 1952. 

The two areas have a lot in common. Both 
lie in the heavy rainfall belt, both ship in 
hay from east of the Cascades, and both 
produced more milk than they could sell in 
bottles-about the same percent more. 

But that's where the similarities end. 
Puget Sound is now a surplus-burdened mar
ket and getting worse; the Canadians are 
tuning production to demand, as you can 
see in the table at left below. 

This was no scientific test; other things 
like population trends, promotion and re
tail prices can affect milk consumption. But 
the trend is clear. 

Since starting the quota plan, the Ca
nadians have increased the percent of milk 
utilized for fiuid to 54 percent this June; 
Puget Sound's percentage was the lowest in 
its history in June-37.4 percent. Canadian 
dairymen now get 40 cents per hundred
weight more than Puget Sound dairymen for 
class I milk, 70 cents more for their blend 
price. But a higher percentage of the Ca
nadian dairymen quit, probably because they 
could sell both cows and bases. 

"Our class I quota plan did not guaran
tee life for the small producer," says J. ·n . 
Honeyman, a farmer-member of the three
man British Columbia Milk Board. "But 
overall, we feel it is hard to beat." He tells 
what it was like before the quota era: 
About 300 producers selling to high utiliza
tion dealers were getting 80 percent of their 
milk into the fiuid market; the other 4,000 
had to settle for only 40 percent. 

"Now the market is stabilized, and every
one gets his fair share of class I sales, ac
cording to his quota," says Honeyman. Ca
nadian dairymen s-ay their quota plan has 
stopped the race to expand, which has 
plagued the Puget Sound market, and most 
Federal order markets. 

Most of the Canadian dairymen now get 
more for their milk, but not all of thenl. 
"It hurt us a bit," says Jack Hougen, •a 60-
cow dairyman in British Columbia. The 
quota plan lowered his prices by $1 a can 
because he'd been on a 100 percent class 
I utilization market. "But small shippers 
are getting about $1 a can more now; it's 
been good for the area as a whole." 

Now let's take a look at the Puget 
Sound market on the U.S. side of the line: 

Puget Sound production has continued to 
climb, up again 3.3 percent in June 1965 
over the previous June, while the amount 
of milk used for class I fiuid dropped by 2 
percent. 

That spells trouble for dairymen, and 
those in the Puget Sound market know· it. 
Yet they go on adding cows and feeding 
better to fight lower blend prices with that 
familiar weapon-more production. "This 
increased production has caused most of our 
problems," says Gordon Laughlin, of Con
solidated Dairy Products, the marketing arm 
of United Dairymen's Association. 

"A base quota would have kept down the 
size of our shippers, and the amount of class 
II milk," agrees dairyman Harold Knight, 
Whatcom County, Wash. 

But not all producers blame the Federal 
order for all the surplus milk in the Puget 
Sound market. Some blame the co-op that 
has negotiated as much as a 74-cent premium 
over the Federal order price for class I milk. 

The truth is probably somewhere in the 
middle. But the result, either way, has been 
to encourage more dairymen to retail their 
own milk to get more for it. There are now 
43 such producer-handlers in the Puget 
Sound market, more than twice as many as 
in 1958. They sell 7 percent of all the fiuid 
milk. 

"We had to regulate the producer-han
dlers," says E. C. Carr, chairman of the British 
Columbia Milk Board. Laughlin, of Consoli
dated Dairy Products, in Seattle, explains 
why he thinks that is also necessary in Puget 
Sound. 

"Every 100 pounds of ,milk the producer
handler sells is costing our producers 3 cents 
per hundredweight and that is increasing.'' 

Producer-handler Floyd McKennon, Sno
homish County, Wash., is currently leading 
the fight against co-op domination. He mar
kets about all the milk from his 60Q-cow 
herd through his attractive drive-in Milk 
Barns in north Seattle. 

McKennon argues that he doesn't add to 
the milk surplus because he restricts produc
tion to his fiuid sales. He's fighting the 
class I base plan, sees it as a tool that would 
force him to double his herd in order to 
produce enough class I milk for his business. 

Actually, the plan before Congress so far 
specifies no change in status for producer
handlers. 

Milk bases will be worth gold if the new 
plan goes into effect. In Canada, a base has 
sold for as much as $23 a pound of daily 
quota. Current value is around $18. This 
means the base on a $300 cow that averages 
50 pounds of milk a day would be worth 
nearly $1,000. 
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Of course, that purchased base lasts in

definitely-long after the cow is dead-so 
it's a good investment. But this cos+, cuts 
down on the income from your class I base 
if you have to buy it. 

Speculators thrived on bases in British 
Columbia until last year when an order was 
passed forbidding a producer from transfer
ring his quota unless he has been licensed 
(all producers are licensed) by the milk 
board for at least 5 consecutive years. Two 
exceptions: health reasons, or if he sells the 
whole herd. 

The base plan, as it comes out of Wash
ington, will not spell out much detail on 
operations. "Nuts and bolts" will be worked 
out in the individual Federal order markets. 
The base plan will: 

1. Be restricted to Federal order markets, 
or grade B milk markets where a classified 
system of pricing is used. That's where 
grade B producers get one price for manu
facturing milk used commercially, and a 
lower price for that going to the Govern
ment. 

2. Require a two-thirds "yes" vote of all 
dairymen in a market to be adopted. No 
bloc voting, where a co-op could vote for 
all its members. 

3. Give the Secretary of Agriculture ap
proval or veto power over any class I base 
plan worked out in Federal order markets. 

Blend price (4 percent butterfat) __________________ ____ _ _ 
Class I price _________ ___ -------------- ______ -------- __ _ _ 
Percent milk used in class!_ ______ _______ ____ __________ _ 
Total production (pounds)------------------------------
Number of producers ___ ---------- --- ----------------- --

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, how 
much time is left on the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety
two minutes remain to the proponents, 
and 153 minutes remain to the 
opponents. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5 of 
the Proxmire amendment, No. 438, it is 
proposed to strike out lines 13, 14, and 15, 
inclusive, as follows: 

(vi) the provisions authorized under this 
subparagraph may be made applicable to a 
regulated handler's own production of milk. 

It is proposed to renumber succeeding 
paragraphs accordingly. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, . the 
amendment would strike from the Prox
mire amendment the language on page 
5 in lines 13 to 15, inclusive. 

By doing so we would keep the law ex
actly as it is now. I assure Senators that 
I have discussed the amendment with 
representatives of many milk producer 
associations, those who are in this busi
ness, and some of whom favor the Prox
mire amendment. There is absolutely 
no objection to the amendment by those 
people. They wish to leave the law ex
actly as it is now. 

I suggest that that is the way it should 
be, because any action we take which 
might result in a different interpretation 
than presently exists would be prema
ture. 

Last year Congress established a Na
tional Food Marketing Commission. The 

4. Allocate any increase in class I usage in 
a market first to new producers or "hard
ship cases." Any left over would go to estab
lished producers. 

5. Allow a producer to underproduce with
out losing any base. 

Will a class I base system affect the amount 
of outside milk shipped in? Under law, a 
Federal order cannot establish a barrier to 
outside milk. But producers in unregulated 
markets would probably have to acquire a 
base in order to . enter a Federal order 
market. 

How hard that would be would depend on 
how hard dairymen in a Federal order mar
ket made it, and you could hardly expect 
them to make it easy. The net result would 
probably be more milk barriers. 

It will take a while to initiate the new 
class I base system. First, specific plans for 
each Federal order market must be developed. 
Then, as happened in Canada, it will prob
ably spend time in the courts. 

"Ours has been in and out of the courts 
for 4 years, but each time it was upheld," 
says E. C. Carr, milk board chairman in 
British Columbia. 

Dairyman Kaye Andrus, in Connecticut, 
sums up the thinking of many U.S. dairy
men: 

"One bill can't solve it all, but I'm willing 
to try anything. It can't go on this way." 

British Columbia Puget Sound 

1961 

$4.56 
$5.96 
50.2 

479, 000, 000 
2,119 

1964 1961 1964 

$4. 60 $4. 42 $4. 26 
$5. 98 $5. 69 $5. 48 

52. 3 48. 1 44. 8 
480, 000, 000 1, 100, 000, 000 1, 300, 000, 000 

1, 692 3, 236 2, 728 

purpose of the commission is to examine 
into all facets of food marketing, includ
ing dairying, production, and the 
various areas of the marketing of food 
products. 

I know that problems exist in the 
dairy industry with respect to producers 
and handlers. Let us allow the Food 
Marketing Commission to make its find
ings and determinations and submit its 
recommendations. Not until then will 
we be in a position, intelligently, to eval
uate what should be done. 

I believe that the language of the 
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon
sin should not be in the bill. I hope he 
will consider removing it. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I ob
ject to the amendment of the Senator 
from Iowa. I do so because we tried hard 
in 1963 and have tried hard this year 
to frame language that would conform 
with the present practice of the Depart
ment of Agriculture. Only this after
noon, my staff spoke with representatives 
of the Department of Agriculture. They 
said the Secretary of Agriculture can now 
include producer-handlers under mar
keting orders. This is just what the lan
guage on page 5, lines 13 through 15 
does. It reads: 

The provisions authorized under this sub
paragraph may be mad:e applicable to a reg
ulated handler's own production of milk. 

I feel strongly that this language 
. should be in the bill because, as was 

brought out in the colloquy with the Sen
ator from Vermont, we are anxious to 
prevent any integrated type of dairy 
farming from developing on a big scale. 

We have a real fear that without a con
tinuation of this kind of policy in the 
Department of Agriculture, it is possible 
that big chainstores and other market
ers may get into this field, to the great 
detriment of the family farm, and have 
a serious, unfortunate effect on family 
farming as we know it today. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield to the Sen
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I 
wholeheartedly endorse the viewpoint of 
the senior Senator from Wisconsin. The 
provision con.tained in the Senator's 
class I proposal incorporates existing law. 
In the Ideal Farms case, in the third cir
cuit, it was held that existing Federal 
milk marketing order statutes authorized 
the regulation of so-called producer
handlers. It is hard to see how the order 
system could work if the Department 
could not regulate the marketing of a 
producer's own milk. 

The committee did not consider in the 
hearings the proposal of the Senator 
from Iowa, although he proposed it at 
one point, because we did not reach the 
juncture where extended hearings could 
be held on the meaning of his amend
ment. But it seems to me that the Sen
ator from Wisconsin is correct. The 
whole theory behind the Federal milk 
marketing order system is that through 
administrative action it is possible to in
crease the return that can be paid to the 
farmer. 

If certain groups are exempt from the 
order system, it means that they will 
have a lower cost for milk produced 
than their competitors under the order 
system. That amendment would ex
empt the large companies, namely, those 
that are big enough to be producers and 
handlers, and who own the whole chain 
from owning the herd to the distribu
tion to the consumer. We can take 
judicial notice that most farmers, are 
not large enough operators to own their 
own handling systems. Thus one can 
envision situations such as this: A large 
grocery chain in a major community 
may decide that it wants to be a producer 
and a handler. It establishes its own 
dairy herd, and because it is not regu
lated, it could, if the Miller amendment 
were adopted, sell its milk at a much 
lower cost than for handlers regulated 
under the marketing order. 

So it seems to me, without hearings 
on the proposal, that the amendment of 
the Senator from Iowa would lead to 
integrated farming and, in my opinion, 
would endanger the whole marketing 
order structure. I believe that it is not 
only contrary to existing law, but might 
also result in a host of dangers that 
would be difficult to deal with. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself as much time as I need. 

I cannot quite. follow the logic of the 
Senator from Minnesota. 'The Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] says 
that this part of the bill reflects the 
present state of the law. If it reflects 
the present state of the law, why is it 
necessary to have the ·amendment in 
the bill? 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
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Mr. MONDALE. As I understand, it 

is the view of the Senator from Iowa 
that the present law exempts producer
handlers. 

Mr. MILLER. No, I have not said 
anything to that effect at all. 

Mr. MONDALE. Is it the Senator's 
view that present law is such that the 
producer-handler is regulated? 

Mr. MILLER. It is my understanding 
that the Secretary of Agriculture has 
interpreted the present law as the Sen-

. ator from Wisconsin stated it to be in
terpreted. If that is so, I cannot follow 
the Senator from Minnesota, when he 
says that to take this language out will 

·make a difference in what we have right 
now. 
· Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. MONDALE. Does the amend

ment of the Senator from Iowa seek to 
exempt producer-handlers from the 
order system regulation? 

Mr. MILLER. No. It seeks to leave 
the law exactly as it is now, as I think it 
should be, until the Food Marketirig 
Commission submits its recommenda-
tions. · 

So long as the Senator from Minne
sota has raised this point, let me make 
this statement: The language of the 
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon
sin reads: 

The provisions authorized under this sub
paragraph may be made applicable to a reg
ulated handler's ,own production of milk. 

What about a regulated handler who 
is not using his own production of milk 
but is using someone else's production 
to make up a deficiency? What would 
the Senator propose' to do in a situation 
like that? To answer that question, one 
would probably have to go through the 
briefs of a good many cases. That is 
what happens when language like this 
is placed in a bill in an attempt to play 
around with existing law. I suggest it 
is premature and unnecessary to have 
such a provision. I do not know why 
-the Senator from Wisconsin persists in 
retaining it. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand the 
Senator's point. I believe a strong argu
ment could be made that the law already 
specifies what is c·ontained on page 5 of 
my amendment, lines 13 through 15. If 
that is so, why take it out? Why change 
it? 

Furthermore,- I agree with the policy 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. I be
lieve it is right. · l believe in the family 
farm. I have seen what has happened 
to the family farm in the broiler indus
try. I do not want to see it happen to 
the dairy industry. I think it is im
portant to the family farm that this 
language should remain. 

Mr. MILLER. If this language is left 
in the bill, we shall not quite be doing 
what the present law requires, because 
we shall have written into the bill: 

The provisions authorized under this sub
paragraph .may be made applicable to a reg
ulated handler's own production of milk. 

What shall we do about a regulated 
handler who _handles not only his own 
production, but somebody else's, as well? 

We shall automatically have opened the 
bill up to something new. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. If he is handling 
someone else's production, that is per
fectly all right. He is not a producer
handler to that extent. So long as he 
is not handling his own, there is an 
arm's length situation in which he is 
dealing with a farmer-producer, and 
I do not believe that that situation should 

· necessarily be covered. 
Mr. MILLER. Perhaps it should not 

be, but this is by no means clear in the 
present state of the law. I am advised 
on good authority that a person who is 
a producer-handler uses his own produc
tion; but if, suddenly, he runs short dur
ing a certain period and goes out and 
buys production which is not his own 
production, in order to make up a de-

-ficiency, the area becomes a fuzzy one. 
This is not clear. By putting this lan

guage in the bill, the Senator has auto
matically laid a foundation for more dif
ficulty on this very point. 

I believe that the amendment and the 
reasons for the amendment have been 
adequately explained. I do not wish to 
take any more of the time of the Sen
ate. If the Senator from Wisconsin is 
ready to yield back the remainder of his 
time, I am ready to yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Iowa to the 
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon
sin [Mr. PROXMIRE]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro
posed, on page 2, line 2, to insert the 
following: .before the word "providing": 
"in any marketing area in which, dur
ing a representative · period determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
highest use classification sales of milk 
for the area covered by such order, or 
proposed order, was or, in the case of 
new or merged areas, would have been 
less than 50 per centum of the total 
producer deliveries of milk in such area,". 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the rea:
. son for my amendment is to restrict cov
erage to those few areas which I think 
probably all of us would agree are in a 
serious situation so ·far as overproduc
tion of milk is concerned, by limiting, 
as my amendment would do, the appli
cation of the Proxmire amendment to 
areas which use less than 50 percent of 
their Inilk for class I milk. 

It would mean that the Proxmire 
amendment would apply to the New 
York-New Jersey marketing area, in 
which area 49 percent of the milk is 
marketed as class I milk. In the Chi
cago area, 39 percent of their milk is 
marketed as class I milk. In the Puget 
Sound area, 45 percent of their milk is 
marketed as class I milk. 

I do not believe any of us ~now how 
this proposal would work. It may_ work 

and it may not. If it does not work, I 
believe that the fewer areas where it 
might not work that we provide for, the 
better. 

If it does work out and it can be shown 
that it will work out, I am quite satisfied 
that the Senator from Wisconsin will 
have no difficulty in presenting the Sen
ate with the results of how it has worked 
out. 

This can be extended to other areas. 
Perhaps it should not be only 50 per
cent. Perhaps it ought to be 55 or 60 
percent. However, it seems to me that 
it would be reasonable to take cogni
zance of the three areas which are in 
the most serious difficulty. 

I know that the Senator from Wis
consin can say, ''Why worry about it? 
It will not go into effect in any market
ing area unless they vote 2 to 1 to put 
it in." I am not sure that is the com
plete answer. I am not sure that I want 
to vote to allow a vote of 2 to 1 to put it 
into effect in some areas in which there 
is no difficulty. 

I would rather walk before I run. We 
are dealing with a very important area 
of food commodities. 

I believe that by limiting it, as my 
amendment would do, it would give the 
program a fair chance to work in areas 
in which there is a serious problem. If 
it works there, we can vote to extend it. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ob
ject to this amendment. It would mean 
that my amendment would apply to four 
States, according to the statement of 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa. 
The other 46 States would be out of it. 
I submit that it is not fair. It does not 
make sense. It seems to me that in any 
State in which two out of three farmers 
want this provision, it should apply. My 
amendment would provide that, without 
this Miller amendment. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend the Senator from Wisconsin 
that he is dead wrong when he says it 
would apply in three or four States. It 
would apply in all 50 States, as his 
amendment would apply in all 50 States, 
if the conditions arise. 

The Senator in his colloquy with the 
Senator from Vermont said that his 
amendment would apply to 50 States. I 
believe it was pointed out that only 17 
States are covered by marketing orders. 
I grant that there may be only three or 
four States in which there is such an 
amount of overproduction of milk -that 
less than 50 percent is marketed as class 
I milk. However, that does not mean 
that ·my amendment would not apply 1n 
some other State-New Mexico, Missis
sippi, Florida, or any of the 50 States-if 
those conditions arise. 

I should like to make it clear that my 
amendment is as appltcable to the 50 
States of the United States as is the 
amendment of the Senator from Wis
consin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from New York. 
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Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in Oc-

President, I am going to vote for the tober 1963·, when this question was first 
amendment offered by the Senator from considered, I voted against the Proxmire 
Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE], but I want plan. I intend to vote against it again 
to make clear the basis on which I am today. My reasons today have been very 
doing so. well stated by the Senator from Vermont 

The base-excess idea for the dairy in- [Mr. AIKEN]. As a Senator from New 
dustry is not at all new. It has been York, the second largest producer of 
advanced for some years and has always class I fluid milk in the country, I have 
been the subject of great debate within had a special concern and deep interest 
the dairy industry and among dairy econ- in the provisions of this amendment. 
omists. Even today there are almost as Along with almost all other Senators 
many different opinions about it as on both sides of the aisle from the North
there are experts on dairy matters. If eastern portion of the country I voted 
the Proxmire amendment and the some- against this proposal in the form of S. 
what different version which the House 1915 on October 10, 1963 . . The amend
included in H.R. 9811 qirectly legislated ment would establish a class I .base for 
the two-price plan into existence, I would each dairy producer in a ~ederal order 
have considerable doubts about support- market and would enable the producer to 
ing it. I would hesitate to support any receive a higher price for milk consumed 
plan which is widely doubted in the in- in fluid form on a specified quantity of 
dustry that it is designed to help, the in- his production in lieu of a blended .price 
dustry which knows most about it. on total production used for fluid con-

However, both the Proxmire amend- - sumption and for manufacturing into 
ment and the House version contemplate butter, cheese, powdered milk and other 
that a referendum will be taken among- milk products. Excess production would 
the farmers. If the farmers in a par- be priced at a lower price to encourage 
ticular milkshed feel that the plan will reduced production. 
be beneficial to them, they can vote for The dairy farmers in my State are 
it and put it into effect. If not, they can very much divided with respect to this 
vote it down and that will be the end of proposal. Of the four largest organi
the matter. zations, two favor the base excess plan 

There is considerable support for the proposal and two strongly oppose it. 
plan among dairy farmers around the There appears to be equally marked lack 
country. It would be unfair to deny of consensus behind the bill nationally. 
them the chance to vote on it. In my The administration expressly qid not in
judgment, then, basic fairr1:ess suggests elude any diary plan in its farm. me~age 
that we should authorize a referendum .this year and has not enthusiastiCally 
on the two-price · experiment. It is on supported any proposal. On April 5, 
that basis that I am voting for the Prox- 1965, Clarence Girard, Deputy Adminis
mire amendment. trator, Regulatory Programs, Consumer 

There are certain differences between and Marketing Service of the Depart
the version offered by the Senator from ment of Agriculture, testified before the 
Wisconsin and the version passed by the Subcommittee on Dairy and Poultry of 
House. The guarantee of free access to the House Agriculture Committee that
markets whi-ch is contained in the Prox- There is substantial disagreement within 
mire version appears to be more desirable the dairy industry itself as to what sort of 
for the dairy industry in .the Northeast- legislation they would support • • • and 
ern. States. The provisions in the House we have not been able to get general substan-
b 'll teet' d h dl tial agreement among the industry repre-1 pro 1ng pro ucer- an ers seem sentatives on any particular proposed legis-
to be more desirable than the comparable lation. 
aspects of the Proxmire version. These 
matters will have to be worked out in Mr. Girard also testified: 
coriference. At the present, I support We believe this improvement in income 
the Proxmire amendment so that we can position of some fluid milk producers can be 
give Senate conferees a mandate to in- achieved without adversely affecting the in
clude a dairy provision in the bill as it come of other dairy farmers. 
finally emerges from conference. 

I realize that there is opposition to 
this plan, even within my own State, but 
there is also great support for it, and I 
think it is only fair that the farmers be 
allowed to vote on this matter themselves. 

That is why I support Senator P~ox
MIRE's amendment. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The _ PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr .. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes on the bill to the Senior 
Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. - The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

He stated that favorable action on a 
base excess proposal such as S. 1915 
"would represent a small step toward an 
improved dairy program." This is hard
ly the type of support that one would 
hope for a major agricultural program 
costing the Federal Government ap
proximately $360 million per year. In 
1963 Under Secretary of Agriculture 
Murphy testified before the Senate com
mittee that the base excess proposal, 
without the assistance of a direct pay
ment plan, would be of little help to 
dairymen. 

I am most sympathetic over the seri
ous need for improving the income of 
our dairymen. With sustained drought 
conditions and prolonged burdens of in-

' creased production costs, the dairyman 
in the Northeast has sustained a heavy 
burden. I have tried to ease this bur
den by working to obtain feed grains at 
reduced prices from the Department of 

Agriculture and haying and grazing 
privileges on land taken out of produc
tion. I have worked to obtain the De
partment's consideration of emergency 
price adjustments for hard pressed areas. 
The Department of Agriculture has pro
vided important- aid in many of these 
areas. However, I do not believe it is in 
the best interest of our dairymen or the 
consumer to impose tight production 
quotas on them. The curtailment of pro
ductive incentive for a sustained period 
will not in my judgment provide the best 
method of improving dairy income. The 
imposition of production quotas based on 
periods of past production places regu
lation on the producers which may prove 
very disadvantageous. With each mar
keting order being voted on, by bloc vote 
rather than individual voting, it is pos
sible that certain parts of the country 
will be regulated by tight production 
quotas while other areas will not. 

It is also possible that under the refer
endums provisions which·do not permit 
voting by the individual membership that 
production quotas may be set by one 
group in approving an order and imposed 
upon another in the minority. The im
position of a production limitation upon 
one dairyman by his fellow dairyman is 
a situation raising many questions as de
sirability. 

The Senate Agriculture Committee by 
an overwhelming vote chose to eliminate 
the base excess plan from the farm bill. 
This decision reflects the views of a very 
substantial number of dairymen in the 
Northeast. Senators from the Northeast 
area reflected this attitude in October 
1963 when the base excess plan was acted 
upon by the Senate. I believe they will 
reflect this view again today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Wisconsin to the com
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. DIRKSEN (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL]. If he were present and 
voting he would vote "pay." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "yea." : I 
withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. INOUYE. I announce that the 

Senator from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr: EAsT
LAND], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LoNG], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. RIBICOFF], the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. SMATHERS], the Senator from·Geor
gia [Mr. RussELL], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], and the Sena
tor from Maine [Mr. MusKIEJ are absent 
on official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. A~DERSONJ, the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. McCAR
THY], and the Senator from V~rginia. 
[Mr. E,oBERTSON] are necessarily absent. 

I further a:imouhce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRD), and the Senator from 
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Connecticut [Mr. RrsrcoFF] would each Who yields time? 
vote "yea." Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi- myself 2 minutes. . 
ana [Mr. LoNG] is paired with the Sena- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
tor from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON]. Senator from Illinois is recognized for 2 
If present and voting, the Senator from minutes. 
Louisiana would vote "nay," and the Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President--
Senator from Virginia would vote "yea.',-.. Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the should like to ask the majority leader 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is about the business for the remainder of 
absent on official business of the Joint the day and also the schedule for to-
Committee on Atomic Energy. morrow. . 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
ScoTT] is absent on official business. response to the question which has been 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. raised, it is my understanding that the 
SALTONSTALL], and the Senator from distinguished Senator from Maryland 
Texas [Mr. TowER] are detained on offi- [Mr. BREWSTER] is about to call up his 
cial business. amendment which has to do with the 

If present and voting, the Senatoc payment of subsidies on the basis of a 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and the Sen- $10,000 income and that I understand it 
ator from Texas [Mr. TowER] would all depends upon who obtains recogni
each vote "yea." tion. This will be followed by an amend-

The pair of the Senator from Massa- ment to be offered by the Senator from 
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] has been South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT], and in turn 
previously announced. perhaps an amendment by the Senator 

The result was announced-yeas 57, from Vermont. 
nays 27, as follows: Mr. President, the Senator from New 

[No. 255 Leg.] York [Mr. JAVITS] also has an amend-
YEAS-57 ment. 

Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Curtis 
Douglas 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Gruening 
Harris 

Aiken -
All ott 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Case 
Cotton 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Ellender 

Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hill 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kennedy, N.Y. 
Long, Mo. 
Magnuson 
McClellan 
McGee 
McGovern 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Monroney 

NAYS-27 

Montoya 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Nelson 
Neuberger 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Russell, S.C. 
Simpson 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tydings 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Fong Miller 
Hickenlooper Murphy 
Holland Pastore 
Javlts Pell 
Kennedy, Mass. Prouty 
Kuchel Randolph 
La.usche Smith 
Mansfield Williams, Del. 
Mcintyre Young, N. Da.k. 

NOT VOTING-16 
Anderson McCarthy Scott 

Smathers 
Talmadge 
Tower 

Bennett Muskle 
Byrd, W.Va. Ribicoff 
Dirksen Robertson 
Eastland Rl:lSSell, Ga. 
Long, La. Saltonstall 

So Mr. PROXMIRE's amendment to the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute was agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend
ment to the amendment was agreed to 
be reconsidered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
move that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MoNTOYA in the chair). The Senator 
from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. President, perhaps there will be 
other amendments. All this will be for 
tomorrow, not tonight. There will be no 
further votes on amendments because of 
a number of conditions with which Sen
ators are confronted. 

It is understood, of course, that the 
unanimous-consent agreement is still in 
effect, and that immediately upon con
clusion of the prayer, debate will begin 
on a time limitation basis on the amend
ment to be offered by the Senator from 
Maryland_ [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

That is about it. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, one 

other question. Assuming that we finish 
the bill tomorrOIW, is it still the intention 
o~ the majority leader to call up the so
called highway beautification bill, or 
bills? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Ei·ther that, or the 
immigration bill, whichever is ready, but 
those will be the next two bills to· be con
sidered. Of course, in the meantime, 
there will be conference reports and 
other matters to a·ttend to. 
. Mr. DIRKSEN. But there will be no 
further votes tonight? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There will be no 
further voting tonight. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it stand 
in recess untilll o'clock tomorrow morn
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE THIEF HAS A KEY TO YOUR CAR 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, law en

forcement officials in California and 
across the country have recently become 
alarmed about the indiscriminate, un
regulated traffic in master keys. At 

least six companies in the United States 
advertise that for sums ranging from 
$3 to $20, sets of keys may be ordered 
by mail which will unlock automobiles of 
any domestic make. On March 25, 1965, 
the Chicago's American reported the ap
prehension of an auto thief carrying 17 
master keys which would open almost 
any Ford car. Police concluded that the 
thief had obtained the keys from a mail 
order supplier. The Los Angeles Police 
Department reports that nine recent 
bank robberies in the Los Angeles area 
were accomplished by a bandit who used 
General Motors master keys to steal his 
getaway car. The National Automobile 
Theft Bureau has information that the 
operator of one of the six principal mas
ter key suppliers has a past record of 
auto theft. 

Police Chief Thomas Cahill, of San 
Francisco Police Department, has called 
the master keys "the answer to an auto 
thief's dream." Chief Cahill also reports 
that nearly one-third of the cases of 
residential burglaries were by the use of a 
key or device which readily opened the 
lock without a resort to force. New York 
City License Commissioner Joseph C. 
DiCarlo has noted this problem and has 
said that mail order firms are sending 
master keys for cars to anyone with the 
money to pay for them, including thieves 
and addicts. 

In an editorial on July 25, 1965, the San 
Francisco Examiner expressed shock that 
criminals should have such easy and in
expensive access to master keys. The 
editorial remarked that "disturbed citi
zens may well wonder why locksmiths 
and keymakers are not regulated and 
licensed, and required to register both 
keys and buyers." 

The report to the 1965 General Session 
of the California Legislature from the 
Assembly Interim Committee on Govern
mental Efficiency and Economy stated: 

At present locksmiths may obtain lock 
picks by mail. No official records are kept 
of keys made, and no identifying number is 
required on keys, to help in crime detection. 

I am happy to say that the California 
Legislature has not been unmindful of 
this problem. A very able assemblyman, 
the Honorable Richard J. Donovan, of 
the 77th Assembly District introduced in 
the last session a bill which would deal 
with this matter effectively. The Dono
van bill sought to establish a licensing 
scheme for locksmiths and provided that 
master keys would be sold to or dupli
cated by licensed locksmiths only. It re
quired that keys manufactured or dupli
cated would bear a number which identi
fied the manufacturing locksmith. It 
also required that the locksmith maintain 
a record of persons to whom keys are 
delivered. 

I have given very careful considera
tion to the possibility of a Federal li
censing system for master key manu
facturers and dealers. In view of the 
severity of such a proposal, I am in
troducing instead a companion bill to 
one ~ntroduc~d in the House of Repre
sentatives by Congressman LIONEL VAN 
DEERLIN, of San Diego, who has given 
much thought as has Assemblyman Don-
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ovan to this matter. This proposal pro
vides that no master key shall be shipped 
in interstate commerce to a person pro
hibited by State law from receiving or 
P.ossessing master keys. The bill will 
prevent State licensing laws, such as 
the one now under consideration in Cali
fornia, from being circumvented by in
terstate traffic in master keys. Not only 
will this proposal put teeth in State regu
lations, but it will encourage those States 
which do not now regulate the sale of 
master keys to consider establishing 
controls. I am today sending to my 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DonDJ, chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency 
of the Senate Committee on the Judi
ciary, a letter requesting that hearings be 
held on this bill at an early date. 

A reasonable regulation of master keys 
will safeguard the legitimate uses to 
which they may be put. Master keys 
are indispensable to automobile dealers, 
locksmiths, and police agencies. By cor
recting the abuses which now exist we 
will at the same time insure that the 
legitimate interests are protected. I do 
hope that this bill will receive the care
ful attention it deserves. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD 
an editorial from the San Francisco Ex
aminer on July 25, 1965. It is appro
priately titled "The Thief Has a Key to 
Your Car." :t also ask unanimous con
sent that the bill as introduced be printed 
at this point in the RECoRD and referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received, and, without objection, 
the bill will be referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, and the bill and 
editorial will be printed in the REcoRD. 

The bill (S. 2524) to prohibit the trans
portation or shipment in interstate com
merce of master keys to· persons pro
hibited by State law from receiving or 
possessing them, introduced by Mr. Ku
CHEL, was received, read twice by its title, 
referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That for the 
purposes of this Act--

( 1) The term "interstate or foreign com
merce" means commerce--

(A) between any State: the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, any territory or pos
session, or the District of Columbia and any 
place outside thereof; 

(B) between points within the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico or within the same 
State, but through any place outside there
of; or 

(C) within or between points within the 
District of Columbia or any territory or pos
session. 

( 2) The term "master key" means a key 
which will operate all the locks in a given 
group of locks each of which can be operated 
by a key which will not operate one or more 
of the other locks in such group. 

SEc. 2. (a) It shall be unlawful for any 
person to sell, offer for sale, transport, or 
ship a master key in interstate or foreign 
commerce, knowing that such key is a mas
ter key, if, upon the delivery of such ship
ment or the conclusion of such sale or trans-

portation, the key will be received or pos
sessed by any person prohibited by the law 
of the jurisdiction within which such receipt 
or possession occurs from receiving or pos
sessing master keys. 

(b) Any person who violates any prohibi
tion contained in subsection (a) of this sec
tion shall be fined not more than $5,000 or 
imprisoned not more than one year or both. 

The editorial presented by Mr. KucHEL 
is as follows: 

THE THIEF HAS A KEY TO YOUR CAR 
Severe shock is the response of car owners, 

and homeowners too, to disclosure in the 
Examiner of the easy and inexpensive access 
criminals have to master keys that make any 
lock an open invitation to dishonest entry. 

For a total expenditure of $11 the criminal 
can equip himself with keys unlocking al
most any car of American manufacture. At 
still less cost he can have the key to any 
home in the country, and to any door. 

The purchase and sale. of S"\ICh keys involve 
no broken laws. Similarly, the reproduction 
of keys may be accomplished cheaply and 
legally in numerous shops. 

Disturbed citizens may well wonder why 
locksmiths and key makers are not regu
,lated and licensed, and required to register 
both keys and buyers; as in the case of small 
arms dealers. They should be; but with full 
awareness that there would be only partial 
answer at best to the problem in this. crim
inals subvert most laws; are mainly deterred 
by law, not circumvented. 

We have laws penalizing owners for leav
ing keys in cars on the street-useful in keep
ing juveniles out of temptation's way. But 
these laws are useless against the professional 
thief who can open a car as easily as its 
owner. It is preposterous that $3 can buy 
the key giving a criminal possession of an 
automobile for which the owner has paid 
thousands of dollars. 

Final responsibility here rests on car mak
ers, not key makers. Automobile manu
facturers every year, probably daily, solve 
greater problems than the development of 
a lock that only the owner can manipulate. 
A numbers combination might be the an
swer. If there are better answers it is the 
business of the industry to come up with 
them. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 
1965 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm 
income, to stabilize prices and assUre 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov
ernment costs and promote foreign 
trade, to afford greater economic oppor
tunity in rural areas, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 446 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment which I send to the desk 
on behalf of myself and the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], and ask 
to have it printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the amendment will be re
ceived and printed, and will lie on the 
table. · 

AMENDMENT OF TITLE V OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL CLAIMS SETTLE
MENT ACT OF 1949 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that ~he unfin-

ished business be temporarily laid aside, 
and that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 684, Senate 
bi111826. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Sena,te.-

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1826) to amend title V of the Interna
tional Claims Settlement Act of 1949 re
lating to certain claims against the 
Government of Cuba. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, with amendments, on 
page 1, after line 9, to strike out: 

(2) by striking out the last sentence 
thereof. 

On page 2, after line 6, to insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEc. 3. Section 505(a) ·or such Act .(22 
U.S.C. 1643d) is amended by adding a new 
sentence at the end thereof as follows: "A 
claim under section 503(a) of this title based 
upon a debt or other obligation owing by any 
corporation, assooiation, or other entity or
ganized under the laws of the United States, 
or of any State, the District of Columbia, or 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico- shall be 
considered, only when such debt or other ob
ligation is a charge on property which has 
been nationalized, expropriated, intervened, 
or taken by the Government of Cuba." 

At the beginning of line 17, to change 
the section number from "3" to ''4;,; and, 
at the beginning of line 22, to change the 
section number from "4" to "5"; so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assemble4, That sec
tion 501 of the International Claims Settle
ment Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643) iS 
amended-

(1) by striking out "which have arisen 
out of debts for merchandise furnished or 
services rendered by nationals of the United 
States without regard to the date on which 
such merchandise was furnished or services 
were rendered or"; and 

SEC. 2. Section 503(a) of such Act (22 
U.S.C. 1643b(a)) is amended by striking out 
"arising out of debts for merchandise fur
nished or services rendered by nationals of 
the United States without regard to the date 
on which such merchandise was furnished 
or services were rendered or". 

SEc. 3. Section 505(a) of such Act (22 
U.S.C. 1643d) is amended by adding a new 
sentence at the end thereof as follows: "A 
claim under seetion 503(a) of this title based 
upon 'a debt or other oblig·ation owing by 
any corporation, association, or other entity 
organized under the laws of the United 
States, or of any State, the District of Co
lumbia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico shall be considered, only when such 
debt or other obligation is a charge on prop
erty which has been nationalized, expropri
ated, intervened, or taken by the. Govern
ment of Cuba." 

SEc. 4. Section 506 of such Act (22 U.S.C. -
1643e) is amended by striking out ": Pro
vided, That the deduction of such amounts 
shall not be construed . as divesting the 
United States of any rights against the Gov
ernment of Cuba for the amounts so 
deducted". 
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SEc. 5. Section 511 of such Act (22 u.s.a. 

1643j) is amended to read as follows: 
"Appropriations 

"SEC. 511. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary to enable the Commission to pay its ad
ministrative expenses incurred in carrying 
out its functions under this title." 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Alabama is recognized. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

should like to yield to the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER], provided 
that in doing so I shall not lose my right 
to the :floor. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Alabama. Mr. 
President, I wish to call up my amend
ment No. 441 and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. 

The Senate will please be in order. 
There is a bill pending under the unani
mous-consent agreement. Will the Sen
ator withhold his request temporarily? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I certainly shall. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, if I 

may proceed, I do not believe that it will 
take more than a moment to dispose of 
the pending bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the first com
mittee amendment. 

The first committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Calendar 
No. 684, S. 1826, be withdrawn at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the second 
committee amendment. 

The second committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pending 
bill be temporarily set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. · With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 
1965 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm 
income, to stabilize prices, and assure 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov
ernment costs and promote foreign trade, 
to afford greater economic opportunity in 
rural areas, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 447 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
submit an amendment for printing and 
ask that it lie dn .the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 441 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
now call up my amendment No. 441 apd 
ask that it be laid . down and be tbe 
first order of business tomorrow morn
ing, in accordance with the agreement 
entered into. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for · the in
formation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the . end 
of the bill add a new section as follows: 

SEc. 707. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, no producer shall be eligible 
for price-support loans or payments under 
any program or programs administered by 
the Department of Agriculture in any 
amount in excess of $10,000 for any one year. 
The foregoing dollar limitation shall include 
the fair dollar value (as determined by the 
Secretary of Agriculture) of any payment in 
kind made to a producer. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, have 
I the :floor? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. BREWSTER. At this point, I yield 

to the Senator from Connect icut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank 

my friend the Senator from Maryland 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. President, last week I submitted 
an amendment to the bill to strike the 
so-called Mondale amendment and sub
stitute in place a proposal of the joint 
select committee. I understand that 
the Mondale amendment has been with
drawn. Mr. President, I therefore indefi
nitely postpone my amendment. 

Mr. President, tomorrow, I shall sub
mit a concurrent resolution to cover this 
subject. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
Mr. LAUSCHE and Mr. METCALF ad

dressed the Chair. 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, ·will the 

Senator from Maryland yield to me? 
Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the Sen

ator from Utah. 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that on further printing 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 55, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. CooPER], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. HARTKE·], and the Senator from New 
York [Mr. ~ENNEDY] be added as co
sponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
yield the :floor. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 
1965 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm 
income, to stabilize prices and assure 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower 
Government costs and promote foreign 
trade, to afford greater economic oppor
tunity in rural areas, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Montana yield to me? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. · Mr. President, who 
has the :floor? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presid.ent, if 
the Senator from Ohio will allow me, my 
colleague [Mr. METCALF] came to me 
some time ago. He wishes to make some 
brief remarks on the pending amend
ment at this time, if he may. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, it will 
take me only one moment. 

· Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I had 
prepared an excellent speech · giving 
many reasons why I shall vote against 
the farm bill, but I have lost the speech. 
If someone on the :floor of the Senate 
finds a document replete with good 
thinking, he will know it is mine, and 
I ask him to return it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
now yield to the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. METCALF]. In the meantime, if 
members of the staff find a document 
that has been lost, we will see that it is 
returned to the Senator from Ohio. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. METCALF] 
be recognized without the time being 
charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, each 
time an agricultural bill comes up for 
debate, the fundamental purpose of our 
national policy on agriculture must be 
clarified again. 

Even in the Senate of the United States 
we find evidence of misunderstanding of 
a very simple policy. 

Such is the case today. The Senator 
from Maryland has proposed an amend
ment to the farm bill which would strike 
at the very heart of our farm policy, and 
it is based upon a misconception of what 
our policy is. 

Our agriculture is great, not only be
cause of vast resources and the hard 
work and intelligence of our farm people 
but also because our national policy has 
made it great. From the very beginning 
of our Nation, our policy has been to 
keep the land and the tools of farm 
production in the hands of the people 
who till the soil. Our early leaders 
turned their backs upon the old-world 
system of landed aristocracy and sub
servient peasants. In much of the world 
then-and it is true even today-farmers 
had no chance to own the land. 

The Founding Fathers recognized
and I hope we have not forgotten-that 
civilization rests upon agriculture. No 
nation can have industry or the arts or 
great institutions until many people have 
been freed from the necessity of hunting 
or cultivating the soil. . 

So from the beginning, we have used 
public funds to help create the kind of 
agriculture we wanted. As early as 1796 
George Washington .recommended to 
Congress the · use of public funds to aid 
agriculture and. the establishment of 
boards to collect and diffuse agricultural 
information. We were not providing 
relief to individuals. We were building 
the kind of agriculture we wanted--one 
that was destined to become fabulously 
productive; one of the wonders of the 
world. · 

Over the ·years, the Government sent 
out plant explorers to bring back new 
crops; distributed seeds; established a 
Department of Agriculture; passed a 
Homestead Act providing gifts of land 
to farmers; gave land from the public 
domain to support agricultural educa
tion; created agricultural experiment 
stations and agricultural extension work 
to ·foster sclentific and profitable agri
culture and better living on the land. 
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In 1916 came the Federal Farm Loan 

Act initiating national farm credit pol
icy and authorizing Federal land banks. 
Since then have come Federal support 
for vocational agriculture teaching, 
measures for conservation of forests, soil 
and water, protection of farmers and 
consumers against unscrupulous trade 
practices, protection against diseases and 
pests of plants and animals. 

After World War I, we fought farm 
depression through export subsidy, co
operative marketing and the Federal 
Farm Board. 

Later came the New Deal with new 
devices to curb surpluses and maintain 
a healthy agriculture. 

Through the years, we have recognized 
that the kind of agriculture we want-
one that is highly productive and with 
the farms owned and operated by farm
ers--this kind of agriculture has certain 
built-in problems. For example, farm
ers without Government programs can
not keep production in line with demand. 
They cannot do their own research. The 
conservation job is too big for them to 
handle without help. And, worst of all, 
a depressed agriculture is costly to the 
entire economy. 

Now, we have recognized that agricul
ture has within itself the same kind of 
relief problems that are common to 
other segments of our Nation. And we 
have tried to deal with them as relief 
problems through relief measures. 

But the key point to remember is this: 
Our basic agricultural policy is not a 
relief policy. It is not aimed at the 
plight of individuals as such, although 
it helps individuals by strengthening the 
markets in which they sell-by strength
ening the economy of which they are 
individual parts. No. Our policy deals 
with agriculture as a whole. Our com
modity programs deal with supply, de
mand, price, and income of entire crops. 

The wheat program offers price-sup
port loans. These are aimed at keep
ing market prices abo:ve a specified level 
and therefore are available to all who 
produce wheat. They do provide some 
direct help to the man who needs capital 
at the moment, but that is not their 
real purpose. They are also available 
to the producer who is not short of 
capital because the loans encourage him 
to keep his wheat off the market unless 
he can sell it for a price above the sup
port level. 

The wheat program also offers pay
ments. But the primary purpose of the 
payment is not to supplement income. 
The purpose is to induce the producer 
to hold down his acreage and production 
of wheat. He gives up production and 
income in order to cooperate in the sur
plus-reduction program. The payment 
encourages him to do it. 

It is perfectly true that large pro
ducers get bigger loans and bigger pay
ments than· do sniall producers. It is 
often argued that this works against our 
fundamental policy-that of keeping our 
-agriculture in the hands of the people 
who actuallY, till the soil. 

The answer is that there is a greater 
danger. The greater danger is that farm 
commodity pdces will go too low and 

that only those institutions which have 
great resources of capital can withstand 
a long period of loss. This forces the 
actual farmers off the land and puts 
it into the hands of giant financial col
lectives. So the great danger is that 
the economy will go sour and that or
dinary farmers canot live in it. 

This means we must safeguard the 
entire farm economy, commodity by 
commodity. This means we must apply 
our national policy to the large pro
ducers as well as the small. In a sense, 
we must be even more sure that the 
large producers are able to. take part in 
commodity programs because they have 
a greater effect on the total supply and 
price of the commodity. 

If it ever becomes necessary to limit 
the size of farms or to limit the total 
holdings of a corporation or other collec
tive, we can do so through appropriate 
means. But we do not have to do so now. 
We must not do so by wrecking the pro
grams which maintain the strength of 
the farm economy. 

Make no mistake about it--if you keep 
the commercial family farms and the 
farms of even larger size out of the com
modity programs, you will kill the pro
gr~ms. In the absence of the programs, 
you will see a drop in farm income-ac
cording to competent authorities--of 
approximately 50 percent. This would 
mean a total failure of our agriculture: 

This is the issue with which we are 
dealing here today. 

So much for the background. Now let 
me deal in greater detail with certain 
points of misunderstanding. The first 
point I wish to emphasize is that in com.
modity programs designed to affect the 
entire supply and price of a commodity
the entire economy of that com
modity-payments are not welfare. 

Payments are not welfare. They are 
a part of the stabilizing mechanism to 
protect overall farm income in the 
interests of the national welfare. In 
instances where they are used, they are 
the least costly method of achieving this 
objective. 

They assist in conserving and pro
tecting millions of acres of the Nation's 
soil resources whether it is 2 acres pro
tected on a 25-acre farm or 1,000 acres 
on a 10,000-acre farm. 

Payments are not handouts. Pay
ments are made to farmers who take 
land out of ·production. In taking the 
land out, they sacrifice the production 
on this land. 

Price support loans are made ·on a 
quantity of a commodity. The. com
modity has value in the marketplace. 
Farmers put up their commodity as col
lateral for a loan. The loans do not 
constitute either payments or losses in 
themselves. !f the Government acquires 
the commodity, it is later sold or used in 
the food-for-peace program and in do
mestic donation programs. 

Payments , are not profit. A fa:tmer 
does not get his regular income plus pay
ments. Payments are in lieu of income 
he would }}ave received from raising 
crops on acreage held out of production 
or Ejelling the ·commodities put under 
loan. 

For example, 4 farms received about 
$340,000 under the 1964 wheat program. 
For this, they kept 21,395 acres out of 
production. Under normal circum
stances, this acreage would have pro
duced 546,000 bushels with a return of 
more than twice the payments received. 
If this quantity had been produced, it 
would have been added to CCC stocks 
but was not because of the participation 
of these large farmers. 

Paymenrbs reflect the degree of pro
gram participa~tion. · As acreage con
tributions under the program go up, pay
ments go up. No useful purpose would 
be served in forcing the larger farmers 
out--this certainly would result from a 
payment limitation. 

The objective under the cotton, wheat 
and feed grain programs is to get suffi
cient acreage out of produotion to pre
vent surpluses which would result in 
more extensive Government commodity 
operations at increased cost. Excluding 
the large acreages from participation 
would simply require larger payments to 
the smaller farmers--many of whom are 
too small already-in order to achieve 
the acreage objectives needed to balance 
production with needs. 

The purpose of the commodity loan 
operation is to stabilize market prices by 
promoting orderly marketing of com
modities. If supplies are in excess of 
needs, the loan operation by its very 
nature will embrace the quantity ·needed 
to be withheld from the market in order 
that market prices will go to the loan 
leveL The excess amount will go under 
loan whether from large farms or smaller 
farms. DenYing the loan program to 
farmers of large acreages would not 
change the supply situation. It would 
require thousands of more loans to be 
made to smaller farmers in order to draw 
off the excess. 

The across-the-board application of 
farm programs is the only sensible ap
proach. Preventing this would have the 
opposite effect desired by the proponents. 
If large operators could not participate 
in acreage diversion programs, total pro
duction would be increased. Even worse, 
payments would probably go up to get 
the acreage diversions needed from the 
smaller farms. Either way, higher acre
age payments or greater surpluses, spells 
increased Government costs. • 

If the large operators could not qualify 
for price-support loans, their production 
would go on the market putting down
ward pressure on market prices and farm 
income. Small operators would suffer 
from the lower prices. 

The price-support loan and acreage
diversion payment programs are not put-. 
ting the f-amily farm out of business. The 
number of larger-than-family farms 
is not growing under existing farm pro
grams. Fifteen years ago, there were 17 
family farms for each larger-than-fam
ily farm. Today, there are 26 family 
farms for: every larger-than-family farm. 
These programs have not encouraged 
expansion of large farming at the ex
pense of the family farmer. 

In general, the farm programs are 
aimed in part at achieving some kind 
of reasonable balance between what 
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farmers produce and what can be used
either by ourselves or through the ex
port and food for peace programs which 
have been substantially increased. We 
have done a great deal to bring balance 
into our grain economy-and by indi
rection into our livestock economy. We 
hope-through programs recently en
acted and now before the Congress
to achieve similar results in cotton and 
tobacco. 

But the point is that unless the larger 
producers are brought into the programs, 
their production-being large-will over
power the whole effort to achieve bal
ance. The progr.ams would therefore be 
defeated in their purpose, ·and sman · 
growers as well as large would suffer 
the consequences of such an ill-fated 
expedition. It would be impossible to 
maintain decent market prices for any 
size farmer without the Government 
taking over the whole excess at a zoom
ing cost to the taxpayer. 

This possibility is especially dramatic 
when you consider that we have in agri
culture a great deal of overcapacity in 
terms of acreage. We have-with the 
help of the programs-been holding har
vested cropland acreage at a level a lit
tle below 300 million acres. This is a 
level that is a historic low for the entire 
time that we have been keeping records 
of this type since 1909. 

In addition to these acres we are ac
tually using, we have on farms better 
than 150 million additional acres that 
are now classified as cropland and could 
with very little difficulty be brought into 
production. What I am saying is that 
for every 2 acres that we are harvesting 
crops from, we have an additional crop
land acre that could easily go into pro
duction. In addition, there are many 
additional millions of acres that are in 
grassland or treeland but which could be 
converted to cropland; in fact, many 
acres of this land has at some time in 
our history beer... used for crop produc
tion. 

We have, then, all of ·this overcapacity 
which would be a threat to our produc
tive balance, our farm prices, our entire 
agricultural economy-should farm pro
grams be permitted to fail. If-through 
a limitation such as has now been pro
posed-a great many larger farmers were 
discouraged from participating in the 
programs, then we might very well see a 
lot of this additional land brought into 
production. 

So, it is plain that small farmers as 
well as larger farmers have a stake in 
permitting a commodity program to 
function effectively across the board
to act successfully in balancing supplies 
and maintaining prices. Otherwise, the 
smaller farmer as well as the larger op
erator, would be trying to stay afloat in a 
sea of farm commodities which we would 
not have sufficient outlets for, and which 
would bring the entire fabric of farm 
programs down around our ears. 

We have had considered several times 
before this proposal to limit payments. 
It is no more sensible than it has been in 
the past. It is perhaps even more dan
gerous to consider it now, because it 

would in a very short time reverse the 
successes we have achieved in farm pro
grams the past few years. I ask that the 
amendment be defeated. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the REcoRD 
a statement and a table with regard to 
the effect of payment and loan limita
tion of $10,000 per farm. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and table were ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as follows: 
EFFECT OF PAYMENT AND LOAN LIMITATION OF 

$10,000 PER FARM (PRESUMABLY UNDER 
EACH PROGRAM) 

WHEAT 
The total amount of money received from 

the Government for loans and payments by 
a wheat farmer with a 220-acre allotment 
participating in the program and making 
minimum diversion would total about $10,-
000 a year. 

Nationally, this represents about 98 per
cent of all wheat farms, so it would not 
appear to be a serious limitation. However, 
the proportion of farms of this size varies 
considerably by States. In Montana and 
Texas, for example, farms with allotments of 
200 acres or less make up between 70 and 
80 percent of the total farms with wheat 

allotments. It would, however, prevent 33 
percent of the allotment acreage nationally 
from participating in the pr,ogram. 

What does a 220-acre allotment mean in 
income to a wheat producer participating in 
the 1965 program? With a blend price for 
his crop of $1.70 to $1.80, only about 25 cents 
per bushel reflects his share of the wheat 
on which he must meet living expenses and 
enjoy some of the things in life that his 
urban brothers enjoy. 

Assuming an average yield of 25 bushels 
per acre, the harvest from a 220-acre allot
ment would gross about $9,500 but provide 
a net wage of only about $1,375. Although 
many smaller wheat producers have income 
from alternative enterprises, farmers with 
allotments larger than 100 acres are more 
specialized and depend on wheat as their pri
mary or only source of income. Therefore, 
the very men prohibited from receiving bene
fits under the program are those who need 
them most. 

In 1964, by comparison, the average annual 
wage per employed factory worker was $5,354. 
And he had little, if any, investment in the 
physical facilities with which he worked. 
The cotton, wheat, and feed grain farmer, 
on the other hand had $200 or more per acre 
invested in land and additional thousands of 
dollars invested in machinery, equipment 
and buildings. 

SEPTEMBER 10, 1965. 

Wheat farm example-effect of payment and loan ~imitation of $10,000 per farm under 1965-
. type program m 1966 

Participant who voluntarily diverts-

Item Unit 
No addi- 10 percent 20 percent 

tionalacreage of allotment of allotment 
--------·----------- -------------------1-----
Allotment_----------------------------------- Acre_----------------- 220 230 235 
Diversion: 

Mandatory, no payment_----------------- ___ __ do_________________ 24.4 25.6 26. 1 
Voluntary, for payment ___________________ ---------------------- -- 0 23. o 47. o 

Yield, actual and projected____________________ Bushels per acre_____ __ ?:1 21 27 
~~~~lfi'~~~!l~e~n-- --------- -- --------------- Dollars per busheL___ 1. 25 Ul5 1. 25 

Domestic certificate ____________________________ do_______________ __ . 75 . 75 . 75 
Export certificate __ ----------------------- _____ do________ _______ __ . 30 . 30 . 30 

Diversion payment__------------------------- Dollars per acre____ ___ o 16.88 16.88 
Harvested acreage_------ ----------=---------- Acre__________________ 220 207 188 
Production_---------------------------------- BusheL __________ ; ____ 5, 940 5, 589 5. 076 

Value of Government support: 1=====1==~==1==== 
~~e ~~~~~~~~~~ction __________________ Dollar________________ _ 7, 425 6, 986 6, 345 

Domestic __ --------------------------- _____ do______ ___________ 2, 005 2, 096 2, 141 Export __________________ _____ ___ ________ ___ do_________________ 624 652 666 
Land diversion payments ______________________ do_____ ____________ o 388 793 

TotaL- --------------------------------- _____ do _________ ---- ____ l--1-0-, 0-54--l---10-, -12-2--l---9-, _94._5_ 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
received a number of communications 
from Oregon constituents relating to 
various provisions of the bill, H.R. 9811, 
now under consideration in the Senate. 
Because of the importance of these com
munications, I .am bringing them not 
only to the attention of the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, but also to the 
attention of my Senate colleagues so that 
they can be given thorough consideration 
prior to final passage of the agriculture 
bill. 

With reference to section 706 of the 
bill, I have received wires of support from 
Mr. C. R. Tulley, executive vice presi
dent of the Northwest Canners & Freez
ers Association, Portland, Oreg.; from 
Mr. J. Hilstrom, of the Portland branch 
of the California Packing Corp., and 

from Mr. Shelby M. Tuttle, executive sec
retary of the Fruit Growers League of 
Jackson County, Oreg. 

Mr. R. G. Scearce, secretary of the 
Hood River Traffic Association, has indi
cated his organization's support of s. 
1702, which is in essence included in sec
tion 706 of the present bill. 

President George Meany, of the AFL
CIO, wrote to me under date of Septem
ber 8 opposing the Holland amendment. 

Mr. Alfred J. Stokely, president of 
Stokely-Van Camp, Inc. also addressed 
me a l~tter under date of September 8 
in support of section 706. 

The class I base rating plan relative to 
milk marketing orders has been the sub
ject of a number of communications ad
dressed to my office by residents of Ore
gon. I ask unanimous consent that these 
letters and telegrams be included in the 
RECORD at this point in my remarks. 
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There being. no objection, the letters 

and. telegrams were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

WAYNE L. MORSE, 
Sen ate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

PORTLAND, OREG. 

Northwest Canners & Freezers Association 
urgently requests your support on Senate 
floor of committee approved amendment to 
omnibus farm bill H.R. 9811. Section '706 
makes Secretary of Agriculture solely re
sponsible for determining needs for and 
availability of farm labor. The Agriculture 
Department is eminently qualified for such 
determinations through its research statisti
cal regulatory and extension services and 
since it is administratively responsible for 
meeting the needs of the Nation for food and 
fiber it follows that such jurisdiction should 
be placed solel.Y in the hands of the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

Regards, 
C. R. TULLEY, 

Executive Vice President. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Chamber, 
Washington, D .C.: 

PORTLAND, OREG. 

Earnestly request your support of section 
706 of H.R. 9811. This language in Senate 
version of farm bill gives Department of 
Agriculture responsibility to determine avail
ability and need of farm labor for harvesting 
crops. Our canning industry experiences this 
year confirm that variability of perishable 
specialty crops and unique peak labor de
mands should come within purview of execu
tive department charged with supplying Na
tion's food requirements. The Department 
of Agriculture through knowledge obtained 
from local growing conditions, county agency 
systems, land-grant schools and crop report
ing services is well qualified· to proceed with 
this responsibility. 

J. HILSTROM, 
. California Packing Corp. 

MEDFORD, OREG., 
September 7, 1965. 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The Senate Agriculture Committee . has 
approved a farm bill (H.R. 9811) with a 
farm labor section included under title VII, 
section 706, which would switch the respon
sibility of determining the ·numbers, avail- . 
ability, and the need for farm laborers from 
the Secretary of Labor to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

We urge your support of H.R. 9811 as 
amended because ( 1) the Secretary of Labor 
can still advise on farm labor matters. It is 
only the determination of numbers and 
availability that would rest with the Secre
tary of Agriculture; (2) since this is pri
marily an agricultural matter it is logical 
that the Secretary of Agriculture have these 
functions; (3) the Department of Agricul
ture is well set up to perform this job 
through its county and State committee sys
tems, its extension service, and the land
grant college system; ( 4) the Department 
of Agriculture is not to recruit or place labor, 
but merely to make determinations; (5) 
through this provision much of the conflict 
and controversy between farmers and the 
Government can be eliminated. 

Again may we urge your support of this 
section which is so vital to Oregon agri
culture. 

FR"qlT GROWERS LEAGUE 
pF JACKSON COUNTY, 

SHELBY M. Tu'rrLE, 
Executive Secretary. 

HOOD RIVER TRAFFIC ASSOCIATION, 
Hood River, Oreg., September 7, 1965. 

Hon. WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Wa~hington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We have sent you a 
. day letter today urging you to support Sena
tor HoLLAND .. S amendment to agricultural 
bill · s. 1702 which takes the responsibility 
of determining agricultural labor needs away 
from the Secretary of Labor and places it 
under the Department of Agriculture. 

We are sure that you are in accord with 
this legislation and we can count on you to 
support same when it is presented to the 
Senate for consideration. 

We will appreciate your keeping us posted 
as to the Senate vote on this bill. 

Yours very truly, 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

R. G. SCEARCE, 
Secretary. 

HoOD RIVER, OREG. 

Urgently request you to support Senator 
HoLLAND's amendment to agricultural bill 
s. 1702 providing responsib111ty determining 
agricultural labor needed by Secretary of 
Agriculture moving responsibility from Office 
of Secretary of .Labor. Understand this is a 
new section to farm labor bill of above 
number and that this bill is to be considered 
by Senate promptly being reported out of 
committee today. Your support urgently 
requested. 

R. G. SCEARCE, 
Hood River T?·affic Association. 

AMERICAN FEDERATiON OF 
LABOR AND CONGRESS OF 

INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
Washington, D .C., September 8, 1965. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Before reporting H.R. 9811, 
the omnibus farm bill, the Senate Agricul
ture Committee added an amendment which 
would take away the authority of the Sec
retary of Labor to determine the need for 
importing foreign farm labor. The amend
ment would give this authority to the Sec
retary of Agriculture. 

The AFL-CIO strongly opposes this amend
ment. We believe this amendment, proposed 
by Senator HoLLAND, would seriously under
mine the wages, working conditions, and 
protections whiCh have been achie·ved for 
American farm workers. 

The Holland amendment was added to the 
farm bill without normal hearings and de
bate. The action by the Senate Agriculture 
Oommittee trespasses on the jurisdiction of 
several other Senate committees. Further
more, the language of the amendment is so 
general and vague that it would overturn a 
considerable body of statutory law approved 
by the Congress, including not only labor 
protections and welfare legislation but also 
many other Federal land, farm, and conser
vation program. 

Therefore, on behalf of the AFL-CIO, I 
urge you to vote to strike out the Holland 
amendment or any other amendment affect
ing farm labor and the orderly processes of 
our Government. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE MEANY, 

President. 

STOKELY-VAN CAMP, INC., 
Indianapolis, Ind., September 8, 1965. 

Hon. WAYNE L. MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
washington, D.O. 

' DEAR SENATOR MORSE: As a member Of the 
business community of the good. State of 

Oregon and being vitally interested in its 
agriculture, we urge your support of the 
retention of title VII, section 706, of the farm 
bill, as approved by the Senate Agriculture 
Committee. Since this is primarily an agri
cultural matter the authority to determine 
the amount and availability of labor re
quired to .produce and harvest agricultural 
commodities is logically and properly a func-
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture. · 

The Department of Agriculture is well set 
up to perform this job through its present 
facilities .and services. It understands agri!. 
cultural problems and the problems of the 
farmer, and can, therefore, make a quicker 
and fairer judgment as to this industry's 
~~. ' 

Very truly yours, 
ALFRED J. STOKELY, 

President. 

PORTLAND INDEPENDENT MILK 
PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, 

Portland, Oreg., August '5, 1965. 
Hon. WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
U .S. Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: At the present time, there 
are two class I base plan bills in the Sen
ate. The bills apply to the Federal milk 
marketing orders now in effect throughout 
the United States or those which will come 
later. 

The numbers of the bills to which I refer 
are S. 399 or S. 2242, either one acceptable 
to us. 

The board of directors of Portland Inde• 
pendent Milk Producers Association has 
voted to support the proposal in any way 
they can and have instructed me as their 
manager to contact our Senators and ask for 
their support. 

Mr. MoRSE, the Oregon Milk Producers are 
in a very precarious position and unless the 
class I base plan passed, many of them 
could very well be forced out of the picture. 
We will apply for a Federal order for this . 
area if the bill passed and becomes law. 
Our present State milk stabilization is not 
doing the job for which it was intended due 
to the interstate milk problem and we are 
sincere in our belief that a Federal order 
with a class I base plan is the only an
swer. May we urge your support of this 
very important legislation. 

We would appreciate having your views on 
the matter and anxiously await your reply. 

Very truly yours, 
GLENN RICHARDS, 

Manag~r. 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
Washington, D.O.: 

MEDFORD, OREG. 

We have requested Washington's represent
atirve from. National Milk Producers Federa
tion to cooperate with you in furnishing all 
material and information available J)ertain
f.tng to our desires in retw-ning dairymen's 
class I base p•rogram of text of oinlnibus 
farm bill. 

D.P. SHOUP, 
Oregon Milk Producers, 

RICHARD WESTENBERG, 
Coordinated Milk Sales. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O.: 

WooDBURN, OREG . . 

As a long-time member Farm Bureau do 
not support Bureau's objection to milk base 
plan in farm omnibus bill imperative to 
Oregon milk producers and reduction of na
tional milk swpluses that base plan be rein-

:-r;··.-.. "f"' 
..... .,. .. ~:.; .. ___ _ 
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stated in omnibus bill urge your support for 
same. 

NEAL MILLER, 
Woodburn, Oreg., Member Board Di

rectars, Oregon Milk Producers, Chair
man Milk Committee Oregon Jersey 
Cattle Club Representative of Grocys 
Safeway Milk Producers. 

COORDINATED MILK SALES, 
Medford, Oreg., September 7, 1965. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: The question of exemption of 
producer-handlers has, as you know, caused 
the Senate Agricrulture Committee to delete 
the dairymen's class I base rating plan from 
the omnibus farm bill. 

This alarms my organ.J.m.tion no end as 
we in Oregon have long desired the passage 
of this program so that we might realistically 
look at a Federal order program that might 
answer many of the problems. inherent to 
the dairy industry. Oregon has a long and 
sa,tisfactory history of bases for dairymen 
and without some kind of a basing program 
has always been hesitant to give s:.erious con
sideration to the Federal order prog~ram de
spite it superiority in other fields o1 orderly 
milk marketing. 

There are many reasons why producer
handlers should not have blanket exemp
tions from regulation that would take pages 
to explain; however, the pertinent point 
might be that those who are clouding this is
sue are major factm:s in the market they are 
involved in and they desire for obvious rea
sons to maintain their competitive advantage 
to the detriment of producers of inadequate 
size and finances to dominate a market as 
they do. 

I urge action on your part to see that this 
needed provision is returned to the text of 
omnibus farm bill. 

Sincerely yQUl's, 
RICHARD WESTERBERG. 

PORTLAND, OREG. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C.: 

By unanimous resolution we urge your 
support of amendment to include class I 
base plan in farm bill when offered on Sen
ate fioor. 

WALTER WENT, 
President, Board of Directars, 

Mayflower Farms. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, Oregon 
wheatgrowers have expressed a great 
deal of interest in the wheat certificate 
plan. In that connection, I enclose a 
letter dated July 22 addressed to me by 
Mr. John H. Welbes, executive vice presi
dent of the Oregon Wheat Growers 
League and a wire of September 7, also 
addressed to me by Mr. Welbes, I request 
that these items be included in the 
RECORD at thiS point. , 

There being no objection, the letter 
and telegram were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

OREGON WHEAT GROWERS LEAGUE, 
July 22, 1965. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office !Juilding, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE:: I want to take this 
opportunity to thank you for the time you 
had to spend with me last Thursd~y morn
ing while I was in Washington, D.C. ,I knew 
that you were on a very b~sy schedule and 
I enjoyed talking to you that morning. 

If you recall, you asked me to send you a 
letter stating the main points that the Ore
gon Wheat Growers League wanted in a de- . 
slrable wheat bill: You ·also mentioned the 
fact that as senior Congressrium from Ore
gon, you might want to call a meeting of the 
entire Oregon delegation to discuss this. 

We would like a wheat program to contain 
the following: 

1. Increased income for growers. 
2. One hundred percent of parity for do

mestic consumption and the certificate to 
come from the marketplace. This portion 
should not be less than 500 m1llion bushels . 
of our production. 

3. At least a 4-year program, to enable our 
producers to plan more in advance and also 
to have a more favorable condition at the 
banks on credit. 

4. CCC to remain at 105-pereent resale for 
wheat, or if it is raised, that feed grains be 
raised accordingly to keep wheat compara
tive in the feed channels. 

5. Use of the substitution clause. 
6. Lower Government costs. 
7. The use of the overseeding privilege. 
8. Wheat used for industrial uses be ex

empt from certificates. 
9. Retain the oat-rye base . . 
Since returning from Washington, we have 

sent each of the Senators a loaf of bread 
along with the material, plus one to all Rep
resentatives from the States of New York, 
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Ohio. 

If you need any further information on 
our position, or if you have any recommen
dations for changes, I would appreciate hear
ing from you. 

Again thanking you for your courtesy 
shown me while in Washington, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN H. WELBES, 

Executive Vice President. 

WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

PENDLETON, OREG. 

We urge you not to abandon the two-price 
system for wheat. This allows the United 
States to be competitive in foreign markets 
and maximizes our exports. We still favor 
the certificate program similar to one passed 
by the House. One hundred percent parity 
on domestic use and long~range program has 
been endorsed by the league for over 30 
years. A 10- to 15-percent export certificate 
on the House bill would bring income ap
proximately to Young bill thus lowering cost 
to Government. We favor inclusion of the 
provision tying wheat prices to bread prices. 

JOHN WELBES, 
Executive Vice President, 

Oregon Wheat Growers League. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, several 
residents of Oregon have wrttten me 
giving me the benefit of their views on 
the wheat program and its relationship 
to the price of bread. Because of the 
importance of these comments, I ask 
unanimous consent that these communi
cations be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tele
grams and letters were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Building, 
washington, D.C.: 

PORTLAND, OREG. 

Your vital recognition of the serious detri
mental effects of the wheat certificate "bread 
tax" on already depressed baking industry 
profits is urgently requested. · We urge an 
amendment to the wheat program which 
would require this added subsidy to wheat 
farmers to be paid out of the General Fund 
of the Treasury. We feel this is a national 
responsibility and the funds .should come 
from the Treasury so that the burden can be 
properly distributed among individuals and 
corporations not just the consumers of whelilot 
product1!. 

H. I. JENKINS, 
Manager, American Bakeries, Co., 

Langendarf Division. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

THE DALLES, OREG. 

I have the highest wheat average in our 
county and still can't make interest on my 
investment. I am frugal and a good man
ager. We must have higher prices in wheat 
and barley. Can you help us? 

Sincerely, 
GARY R. KORTGE. 

THE DALLES, OREG., 
August 16, 1965. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, · 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I urge you to SUpport 
the 1965 farm b111 currently before Congress. 
I feel that this is a good bill that will achieve 
what its proponents cla.im that it will. 
Among other advantages this b111 offers a 
much needed boost to the wheatgrowers' 
income. 

Opponents of the b111 complain that the 
blll will mean. a seve!"al-cents-per-loaf in
crease in the price of bread. This is :not true. 
The actual increase has been calculated at 
about seven-tenths of a cent for a 1-pound 
loaf. · 

This seems only reasonable to me when we 
realize that the farmer is earning 10 percent 
less for the wheat in a loaf of bread today 
than he was in 1950. I am. not a wheat
grower, but I do feel that the consumer 
should expect to pay a portion of the cost of 
offering a decent price to those who do grow 
wheat. 

Please support this b111 with a "yes" vote. 
Sincerely yours, 

Hon. WAYNE MoRsE, 
Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 

LEs FREDRICKSON. 

PORTLAND, OREG., 
August 7, 1965. 

DEAR SIR: This is the first time I have felt 
impelled to write you concerning pending 
legislation. 

I am utterly opposed to the wheat process
ing tax, which will accelerate the normal 
rise in foods from wheat source. 

It is perplexing to me and seems wholly 
inconsistent that the tax on such luxuries 
as furs, diamonds, jewelry, etc., should be re
pealed, and a tax placed on wheat products, 
such as bread, flour, cereals, etc. 

It would seem that if any legislation is 
proposed to "rob Peter to pay Paul,'' the 
funds could . be raised from a source other 
than a basic food product. 

Respectfully, 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

L. V. MEAGHER. 

HEPPNER, OREG., 
Augus"t 13, 1965. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: The Morrow County 
Farm Bureau h.a.s gone on record as support
ing the proposed farm program. Your assist;.. 
a.nce in securing passage of this legislation is 
requested as we feel that it is 1n the best in
terests of the commercial wheatgrower. 

Very respectfully yours, 
GENE MAJESKE, 

President, Morrow County Farm Bureau. 

HoN. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

PENDLETON, OREG., 
August 4, 1965. 

DEAR Sm: Not as a wheat farmer but as 
the nearest thing to on-e, his wife, I am writ
ing you my judgment on the two best things 
the Government can do for the wheat farmer: 

One, get out of our business. 
Two, stop spending so much money. 
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How do the statisticians, as quoted by 

Congressman ULLMAN, know that the wheat 
certificate program raised f.a.rmer's income 
$450 million? The income that counts, the 
part which is left after taxes on one side 
and expenses on the other, gets smaller every 
year. 

Another set of meaningless statistics states 
that since 1947 the price of wheat has 
dropped 9 percent while bread has rise.n 47 
percent. I can tell you from personal ex
perience what has really happened on the 
farm since 1947. 

While the cattlemen had voted an end to 
Government controls, the wheat men, threat
ened as always with a surplus, decided to 
stay in the Government program. Appar
ently no one in the Government or on the 
farm had ever heard of the law of supply 
and demand, or else thought it had been re
pealed. At any rate, · everything was rosy in 
the late forties and the fifties. Price supports 
were high and crops were good. Wheat that 
could not be sold was absorbed by the Gov
ernment. Although wheat farmers were not 
really trading in their Cadillacs as soon as 
the ashtrays were full, they were like kids 
turned loose in a candy shop, buying all the 
machinery they wanted for the first time 
in history, and farming became the world's 
first automated industry. . 

At the same time they were bidding 
against outside investors for land. 

Only economists controlled by farm-bloc 
politicians could have failed to foresee the 
results. First, the use of wheat as a feed 
gmin ceased, impossible at support prices, 
and wheat, the most nutritious livestock 
feed, continued to pile up. An embarrassed 
Government began a giveaway program 
which culminated in our ridiculous sale of 
subsidized wheat to the Russians, who claim 
to be our enemies. Land prices doubled and 
tripled, and real estate taxes tripled too. 

The rush of machinery buying sent prices 
skyrocketing, while the machinery com
panies were squeezed in their own way by 
higher taxes and the increasing demands of 
labor, which had become a sacred cow to 
the Government since the reforms of de
pression days. But wheat men were saying 
that they had to keep buying new machinery 
so that the depreciation allowances would 
keep the income tax from eating them up, 
and machinery prices continued to rise. 

In the meantime fertilizer entered the 
picture, and farmers, who had always taken 
pride in making two blades of grass grow 
where only one had before, accelerated the 
growth of the wheat surplus until it became 
a national scandal, and farmers were looked 
upon as villains. Bureaucratic acreage con
trols and the multiple price plan were in
evitable. , The first pays the farmer not to 
produce, a form of legalized racketeering, 
and the second is a foreign giveaway at the 
expense of the American processor, consumer, 
and taxpayer, which demoralizes the econ
omy of the people who receive our largess 
while it weakens ours. 

Was there a better way? The Oregon 
Wheat League found it, but they made one 
serious mistake--they sold wheat instead of 
wheat products. Before World War I, . every 
town in the wheat country had its mills. 
Much :tlour in our S..rea was exported to 
China and the byproducts, about a fourth 
of the total, were used to produce our horse
power. Although petroleum has now re
placed. wheat for this purpose, we should re
activate the mills or build new ones here 
instead of in foreign countries, making jobs 
at home; we should sell wheat products 
abroad; we should feed livestock on wheat 
and wheat byproducts for sale both at home 
and abroad.' · ' 1 

Under a system of really free enterprise, 
which I have seen called <.outmoded, we 
would not be treated to the ridiculous spec
tacle of the farmers of this _ area trying· to 
make a living from wheat alan~. which we are 

allowed to raise in limited quantities only 
so that the price can be held too high to 
make it economical for feed, while our turkey 
industry has gone broke, most mills have 
long since faded from the picture, and we 
import meat, milk and poultry products into 
the country. And right across our nearest 
ocean is a booming economy of 90 million 
people with mouths watering for our beef 
which we can't atrord to raise. 

We can't aiford our Robin HOOd govern
ment, which is taking credit for our pros
perity which really belongs to science and 
industry. The world had been preparing for 
our postwar burst of progress since the first 
man built a fire. From that progress Amer
ica was able to help both its friends and 
former enemies to get back on their feet, 
and so delayed. the depression which always 
follows war. But this prosperity is being 
endangered by continued deficit spending; to 
help a lot of people who cannot find jobs be
cause deficit spending causes inflation, which 
in turn causes unemployment. 

We are changing from a nation of people 
who work for what they want to a horde of 
supplicants who are given what the bureau
crats think they need. And if you think the 
bureaucrats are not in charge, just try to cut 
down on some of them and see what happens. 

I am not against the war in Vietnam, as 
such, since I have read Dr. Dooley's book, 
"Deliver Us From Evil." But the tactics 
seem incomprehensible. Worst of all, we 
seem to have forgotten our real purpose, to 
prove that a society based on principles of 
justice, freedom, and individual responsi
bility under God is better than one based on 
atheism. We act as if man can, too, live by 
bread alone. The proliferation of welfare 
programs has left Americans with no incen
tive. Is it any wonder so many misbehave 
for kicks? In short, our fascistic and social
istic government is taking all the fun out of 
life. 

You can put a stop to our slide into regi
mentation, however, by tightening the purse 
strings. Get the Government out of our pri
vate aifalrs; stop squandering our money on 
programs that don't accomplish what they 
are supposed to; and get on with the legiti
mate Government business of protecting us 
from our enemies. 

Very truly yours, 
' Mrs. R. L. HARRIS. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, egg pro
ducers have informed me of their great 
interest in the Case-McGovern amend
ment to H.R. 9811 relating to a national 
marketing order for eggs. I ask unani
mous consent that these communications 
be included in the RECORD. 

· There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Washington, D.C.: 

NEwBERG, OREG., 
August 27, 1965. 

It is my understanding that Senators 
CHASE and McGoVERN will oifer an amend
ment to the farms bill containing enabling 
legislation for the poultry industry. As an 
independent family-type farmer with 15,000 
laying hens, I believe that egg producers are 
entitled to vote on their own future and 
would appreciate your support of this amend
ment. -

BENSON C. MITCHELL, Jr. 

NEWBER.G, OREG., 
August 27, 1965. 

Han. WAYNE MoRsE;: 
Senator CASE from New Jersey will intro

duce an amendment to the farm omnibus 
bill" 'which is an enabling act. The enal}lin'g 
act which· will only give the producer the 

f.i -
.... ,. .. . . 

right to vote on a marketing order. Please 
give your support to this amendment. 

Sincerely, 
MILTON R. KECK. 

NATIONAL EGG PRODUCERS' ORGANIZATION, 
LEXINGTON, Mo., August 5, 1965. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: We wish to can your atten
tion to a serious situation confronting Ore
gon's egg industry. You will note in the en
closed "Shifting Egg Industry" that Oregon 
and other States are losing their egg indus
try to the Southeastern States because of 
cheap labor. 

Senator CLIFFORD CAsE, of New Jersey, has 
introduced the H.R. 7481 Resnick egg bill into 
the Senate and we are seeking cosponsors. 
The Resnick egg bill asks no Federal money 
or loans and is strictly self-help and enabling 
legislation. In short, it would permit the 
existing egg producers to agree and vote on a. 
nationwide egg marketing order. 

Virtually all the egg producers, the De
partment of Agriculture, National Grange, 
National Farmers' Union, National Farmers' 
Organization, and all bona fide producer 
groups are in agreement on this Resnick bill. 

The opposition comes from a few hatch
eries, the Farm Bureau, and from the South
eastern States who admit they are out to 
take over the egg industry. It is difficult to 
"come out of committee" with the Resnick 
bill because 4 of 11 House Dairy and Poultry 
Subcommittee and 6 members of Senate Ag
riculture Committee are from this southeast 
area. 

Our best bet wo'uld seem to be an amend
ment from the :tloor. Representative REs
NICK intends to present his bill on the House 
:tloor. · 

The Resnick bill would not bring back lost 
egg production (we can't turn back the 
clock), but it would nan down existing pro
duction history in each State. 

In closing we wish to call your attention 
to the enclosed "White Paper on Eggs" and 
kindly urge your cosponsorship with Senator 
CAsE. I .remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
FOREST NAVE, Jr. 

NATIONAL EGG PRODUCERS' ORGANIZATION, 
Lexington, Mo. 

THE SHIFI'ING EGG PRODUCTION 
Due to ch.eruper labor, the egg industry has 

been going south at the expense of other 
States. The Resnick bill ·would stab111ze the 
industry and prevent further losses. 

THE LOSERS 
[In million eggs) 

1955 
Ckhlorado __ ~------------------ 336 Illinois ______________ _________ 3, 035 
Indiana ______________________ 2,289 

Iowa------------------------- 4,859 Kansas _____ __________________ 1,723 

KentuckY------------·-------- 1, 02Q Maryland ____________ ,________ 404 
Massachusetts________________ 704 
Michigan ____________ _________ · 1, 690 

Minnesota----------~·---- ---- ~.287 Missouri _____________ , ________ 2, 132 
Montana __ :: __________________ 225 

Nebraska ___ ~----------------- 1,790 Nevada ______________ :_.: ______ 20 

New HampSihlre------: --------- 429 
New Jersey ________ ..:_ _________ 2, 433 . 
New York ____________ , ________ 2, 123 
North Dakota________ _________ 559 
Oklahoma _______ :-____________ 829 

~egan----~ ------ ~ --·-------- 616 
Pennsylvania~ ----.:-------- ~~ - 3,654 
Utah--------- - ------ ·- -- - ---- 380 
Vermont_____________________ 201 
West Virginia_________________ 396 
WisQg~stn------~~--- ... - ------- 2 •. au 

1964 
262 

1,863 
2,182 
3,818 

927 
943 
276 
607 

1,316 
2, 791 
1,366 

189 
1,397 

10 
348 

1,632 
1,909 

387 
530 
5-50 

3, 143 
273 
156 
327 

1,630 
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THE GAINERS 

Alabama-------------·-------
Arkans·M---- -----------------
~orida------------------ - ----Cieorgia _____________________ _ 

t.oulsiana-- --- _.: _ --- -·- -------
Mississippi_ __________ - - - -----

789 
544 
568 

2,177 
2,242 
1, 611 
3,299 

North CIM"olina---------------
South Carolina-------·-------
Virginia----------------------

1,213 
364 
585 

1,469 
510 
860 

542 
2,160 
2,388 
1,053 
1,237 

POVERTY WITH FULL EMPLOYMENT 
(NoTE.-The following is the NEPO white 

paper on the poultry and egg industry pre
pared by Forest Nave, Jr., of Lexington, Mo., 
chairman of National Egg Producers Org,a
nlzation.) 

Over 30 years ago, uncontrolled and un
restricted free enterprise almost destroyed 
itself in the Cireat Depression. During the 
intervening years many controls and safe
guards have been applied to industry, labor, 
finance, welfare, and agriculture and we now 
enjoy the greatest era of prosperity and secu
rity in history. 

The multiblllion-dollar poultry industry is 
the last vestige of unregulated free enter
prise and remains a chronic wasteland of 
poverty and · exploitation. 

The consumer can afford to pay a few pen
nies more for a dozen eggs because the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture points out that 
in 1947-49 an hour's factory labor would 
buy 2 dozen eggs and in 1963 it would buy 
5 dozen eggs. 

The poultry indus try can be restored to 
solvency by legislation to put up a few eco
nomic stop signs and traffic lights to regu
late the supply of poultry ·and eggs and once 
and for all end the senseless and costly over
production that chronically plagues the in
dustry. A few commonsense regulations 
by an enlightened Department of Agriculture 
would return many times over the small cost 
by income taxes from a now profitless in
dustry. 

The producers of wheat, feed grains, wool, 
cotton, rice, tobacco, peanuts, sugarcane, 
sugarbeets, soybeans, cottonseed, milk, but
terfat, honey, and tung nuts have Ciovern
ment programs to insure them of a measure 
of financial security. The livestock producers 
are prospering by near-parity prices of $28 
for choice cattle and lambs and $25 for 
hogs and the farmworkers get decent 
wages because of the elimination of the 
Mexican braceros and all this while the 
poultry and egg farmers are wallowing in 
poverty. 

THE PROOF 
The following statistics show what has 

happened to poultry and egg prices since 
1951. 

Average farm price 

~ 

1951.--------- ----
1952 .. ------------
1953.-------------
1954.-------------
1955.-------------
1956.-------------
1957--------------
1958.-------------
1959--------------
1960.-------------
1961.-------------
1962. -------------
1963.-------------
1964. -------------
1965.-------------May 15, 1965 _____ _ 
Parity------------

Eggs Chickens Turkeys 

47. 9 
41.9 
47.5 
36.4 
38. 9 
38.7 
35.8 
38.3 
31.1 
36.0 
35.4 
33.6 
34.0 
33.5 
31.5 
29.4 
48.0 

27. 3 37.5 
26. 4 33. 6 
25.5 33.7 
21.3 28.8 
23.4 . 30.2 
18. 8 27.2 
18. 0 23.4 
17.7 23.9 
15.3 23.9 
16.3 25.4 
13.4 18.9 
14.6 21.6 
14.0 22. 2 
13.7 21.3 
14.8 22.5 

-------22:1· ------··az:o 

The foregoing chart shows that as o! May 
15, 1965, farmers were receiving the fol
lowing: 

Percent 
of parity 

Eggs----------------------------------- 61 Chickens _______________________________ 67 

TurkeYB-------------------------------- 70 

THE CAUSE 
The pitiful economic status of the poultry 

farmers is due to several factors. 
1. Poultry farmers have no organization 

among themselves as does labor. 
2. No legislation to protect them. 
3. No program as do other farmers. 
4. They have no protection against the 

feed grain program which increases their 
costs. 

5. Their greatest enemy is exploitation by 
certain feed companies and chain food stores 
who are constantly promoting new produc
tion with complete disregard for market 
needs. Their procedure is to induce unin
formed people to invest their life's savings 
in the poultry business. They soon find 
they are working for nothing and they are 
soon forced o1,1t and their life's savings are 
lost in abandoned poultry houses. The pro
moters merely go to another community and 
repeat the process and the cheap poultry 
and eggs the consumer enjoys are subsidized 
by cheap labor and a constant supply of 
savings of victimized peopl~. 

SOLUTION 
The solution really is very simple. We 

merely need a Government-operated ~ogram 
administered by the Agriculture Stabiliza
tion and Conservation Service ( ASCS) which 
has an office in each county. 

The program would be based on number 
of hens kept in the case of egg producers 
and pounds of broilers and turkeys sold in 
the case of broiler and turkey growers. 

A "base" should be established for each 
producer according to his recent production 
history and if in a 12-month period pdces 
were unfavorable '!;he Secretary of Agricul
ture would call for a referendum in which 
all qualified baseholders would vote to ac
cept or reject a reasonable cutback for the 
ensuing 12-month period. 

This kind of a program would make it 
difficult for feed companies and chainstores 
to induce inexperienced outsiders to enter 
the poultry business because the newcomer 
would have no base (production history). 
The promoters would have to bargain with 
the existing poultry and egg farmers and 
we could have a stable and prosperous in
dustry and unsuspecting outsiders would 
not be duped into putting their money in 
chickenhouses which are usually abandoned. 

T}?.e National Egg Producers Organization 
(NEPO) has filed a proposed egg control bill 
with Representative WILLIAM RANDALL Which 
is at this date in the process of being intro
duced in Congress. 

FOREST NAVE, Jr., 
Chairman, National Egg Producers 

Organization (NEPO). 
LEXINGTON, Mo. 

WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
washington, D.C. 

SALEM, OREG., 
August 27, 1965. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We urge you to sup
port Senator CASE's amendment to the 
omnibus farm bill-Senate amendment No. 
423, which provides for a national marketing 
order for eggs. 

This legislation will be a means of pre
venting the takeover of the egg industry by 
national feed concerns and elimination of 
family farming. 

We have 3,000 hens. We are 60 years of 
age and our sole livelihood is dependent upon 
these hens. We have several neighbors 1n 
this same situation. 

Thank you for your past favors. 
Sincerely, 

W. M. and J. DE MOISE WHITE. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, Mr. R. C. 
Burgess, interim superintendent, Divi
sion of Parks and Memorials, wrote me 
an important letter under date of Au
gust 11, 1965, dealing with Senator NEL-

soN's proposed amendment to the farm 
bill. Mr. Burgess expressed the view 
that this amendment would constitute 
an excellent solution to recreation and 
wildlife problems. I ask unanimous con
sent that this letter be included in the 
RECORD. . 

There being· no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DIVISION OF PARKS AND MEMORIALS, 
Portland, Oreg., August 11, 1965. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, . 
Senator of Oregon, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR WAYNE: You may wonder what an 
old eastern Oregonian is doing in Multnomah 
County. Foresters and conservationists 
know no boundaries, and a fellow has to keep 
his interest even after so-called retirement. 

Senator NELSON's (Wisconsin) proposed 
amendments to S. 1902-the big farm bill
would appear to be an excellent solution to 
a lot of .recreation and wildlife problems. 
These amendments make good sense from 
every angle. It is not often one can work 
out legislation that will benefit all parties 
concerned as these amendments appear to 
do. When we can get added cover and game 
feed with all the accompanying benefits from 
our soil bank land with a minimum of extra 
cost, let's give it the support it deserves. 

V,ery sincerely yours, ' 
R. C. BURGESS, 

Interim Superintendent. 

Mr. MORSE. Finally, Mr. President, 
I .received -a letter dated August 21 con
taining the very thoughtful views of Mr. 
Lawrence E. Spraker on the subject of 
the soil bank. It deserves serious con
sideration and I ask unanimous consent 
that this letter also be included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the lett~r 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STAYTON, OREG., 
August 21, 1965. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR: If I remember newspaper 
accounts correctly the Senate soon will be 
considering the farm bill. 

One provision of this measure would per
mit a soil bank of some kind. 

If farmland is to be held out of production 
for a term of years provision should be in
cluded for plowing of the tillable acreages 
every summer to control Johnson grass 
which can be given a blow by exposure of its 
multitudinous ,roots to hot sunshine. 

·I speak from experience. 
Two years ago we bought a 169-acre farm 

in the Turner area that had been in the soil 
bank for 5 Y:z years and was continued in that 
category for another 6 months under our 
ownership. ' 

Results: Johnson grass has taken a tre
mendous hold on the land. Plowing is ex
tremely diffi.~lt; requires a special breaking 
plow and lots of expensive tractor power. 
And most destructive is the poor yield of the 
land because of the extensive Johnson grass 
root system. 

By summertime plowing and the resulting 
exposure of tbese roots to hot sunshine we 
hope to get this pest under control. It can 
be treated chemically, but I'm told that costs 
$20 an aCl'e. 

So, you can see, the soil bank has been a 
destructive factor. Definitely, fertility of 
the soil was not improved by allowing it to 
remain idle for 6 years. 

In my view, an inducement (financial) 
should be written into the proposed law that 
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would promote yearly cultivation or, say, a 
chemical treatment periodically. 

Sincerely, 
LAWRENCE E. SPRAKER. 

INNOCENT MAN CLEARED-PRESI
DENT GRANTS PARDON TO SER
GEANT BUCK 
Mr. DOUGLAS obtained the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MONTOYA in the chair). Will the Sen
ator from Illinois state the amount of 
time he wishes to take? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, although it might be 
a somewhat ironical request, that any 
time I take not be included in the time 
allotted on the bill or on any amendment 
thereto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am delighted that 
no objection was made to that request. 

Mr. President, it is my honor to an
nounce to the Senate that a great wrong 
has been set right. The good name of 
an innocent man has been cleared. The 
President of the United States has 
granted a pardon based on his innocence 
to former Marine M. Sgt. Carl H. Buck. 
This has come, finally, 13 years after his 
conviction and after 9 years of effort and 
investigation by Mr. Howard Shuman of 
my staff and others on Buck's behalf. 
The facts in the case are substantially 
as follows: 

CONVICTION 

M. Sgt. Carl H. Buck, a marine with 
an unblemished record of almost 20 years 
of service, was convicted on August 19, 
1952, by a general court martial at Camp 
Pendleton, Calif., of stealing three boxes 
of chevrons worth almost $500 through 
an off-the-record deal in which it was 
alleged he gave $50 in return. 

The crime occurred at noon on March 
7, 1952. Buck was convicted even though 
he was arrested 25 miles from the scene 
of the crime only 8 to 10 minutes after 
the crime took place, according to the 
definite testimony at the trial of Califor
nia highway police officer, William Doran, 
who stopped him. The real culprit was 
a marine in a light colored or yellow 
Studebaker. The reason for the mis
taken identity was that Sergeant Buck 
was also a marine driving a yellow 
Studebaker. 

Sergeant Buck was originally confined 
for over 3 days for investigation but was 
released to duty and told that no charges 
would be placed against him. He would 
never have been released, as he was, if the 
testimony later given at his trial had 
really been true. 

Four months later, however, he was 
charged, and 5 months later, on August 
19, 1952, he was convicted. 

CURIOUS CIRCUMSTANCES 

He was convicted under curious cir
cumstances, not the least of which was 
that his defense counsel was called as a 
prosecution witness. 

In addition, it was alleged that he had 
confessed. 

He was identified as the culprit by two 
people at the scene of the crime, but not 
by a third person who was there. 

CXI--1485 

It was said that chevrons wrapped in a Blackman who was stationed at Camp 
an Army blanket were left at his law- Pendleton at the time by merely asking 
yer's office 11 days after the crime took the Marine Corps about it. . We now 
place. It was alleged that Buck had re- know there were a total of at least seven 
turned the chevrons. men by that name stationed at Camp 

Finally, it was said that he asked for Pendleton or at the Marine Corps Re
his money back-the $50 which was paid cruit Depot, San Diego, at the time. 
for the chevrons worth about $500. In June of this year, by what must 

Mr. President, we have spent years in- be considered almost a miracle, we were 
vestigating this case. We found out able to obtain the original handwritten 
numerous things which have now, finally, notes of the military policeman or in-
brought justice for Sergeant Buck. vestigator which he made at the time 

TIME ELEMENT the crime took place 13 years ago. They 
we obtained radio logs from the Cali- . show in his own handwriting the names 

fornia Highway Police and the Ocean- of three men named "Blackman." Yet, 
side, Calif., Highway Police Depart- his insistent and repeated testimony at 
ment which prove that Buck was appre- the trial was that there "were no Black
hended at a time which made it impos- man's.'' One of the names he had was 
sible for him to have traveled the 25 the same Blackman we found 2 years ago. 
mileS. In addition, We haVe established ALLEGED CONFESSION 

that Buck's car was incapable of the It was this same military policeman 
high speed because it had a bad cam- who testified that Buck had confessed. 
shaft. He was in Oceanside, Calif., just Yet there were no other witnesses to the 
outside the base, on the morning of the confession. There was no written con
crime, in order to arrange for the cam- fession. There was not even a memo
shaH to be replaced, which, later, it was. randum about the confession. It was 

We have corroborative evidence from only the CID man's word. In addition, 
the police radio logs of Police Officer we were able to establish from a 1952 
William Doran's testimony to establish map of Camp Pendleton and the original 
that at the absolutely latest time Buck statement of one of the other witnesses 
could have been apprehended in order that the facts which it was alleged Buck 
to have been the guilty party, he would had confessed to were both physically 
have had to drive the last 18 miles of the and inherently improbable. 
25 miles in from 13 to 16 minutes, or at 
an average speed of from 67 to 89 miles THE PHONY cHEvRoNs 

per hour, through a driving rain at the We found that, with respect to the al-
noon hour, to have met 150 cars coming · leged return of the chevrons: 
his way and to have overtaken approxi- First. The man to whom they were de
mately 75 cars on a 3 lane highway, livered and who later became Buck's de
through 6 towns, 9.5 miles of built-up fense counsel, did not know Buck at the 
areas, past 91 intersections, through 7 or time the chevrons arrived and Buck did 
8 stop lights, and to have disposed of the not know him. 
stolen goods and then to have pulled up Second. The chevrons which were re
in front of the highway police officer and turned were in an Army blanket which 
calmly gotten out of his car in order to fix contained private first class chevrons and 
a dangling license plate which had been no green chevrons. The chevrons which 
called to his attention by a motorist who had been stolen were corporal and ser
stopped him at the Solana Beach, Calif., geant chevrons and included green chev
intersection. He was not speeding when rons. At the trial, a third box of chev
seen by the police officer. rons was introduced as prosecution ex-

Unlike the real culprit, he was wear- hibit No. 1. But neither the stolen chev
ing a green uniform, not khaki, was clean rons nor the returned chevrons were 
shaven and without a mustache, and he produced. The chevrons introduced by 
did not have the chevrons in his car. the prosecution and the chevrons re
Furthermore, there was no blanket or turned were like "the flowers that bloom 
robe in his car, which the culprit had in the spring," they had nothing to do 
used to cover the boxes of chevrons, and with the case. 
there was also no sweater or jacket or Third. We were able to establish from 
shawl which the real culprit used at the the records of the U.S. Naval hospital in 
scene of the crime to protect his head San Diego that Buck was in that hospl-
from the driving rain. tal, 50 miles away, fiat on his back with 

. THE UNKNOWN BLACKMAN Spinal myositiS On the date SOme CheV
At the trial, the military policeman 

who was charged with setting a trap for 
the real culprit and who, due to his own 
neglect and incompetence, let the real 
culprit escape, swore that he had Buck's 
name ahead of time. But the radio logs 
prove that at 1 p.m., or 50 minutes after' 
the crime took place, this investigator 
did not know the name of Buck. 

Two California highway police officers 
gave us affidavits stating that the mili
tary police were looking for a "Black
man," not "Buck" at the noon hour on 
March 7,1952. 

But, at the trial, the military police
man swore that ''there was no Black
man." He was positive. He had looked 
everywhere. But 2 years ago we found 

rons wrapped in an Army blanket were 
left at the office of the man who only 
later became Buck's defense counsel. 

TAINTED TESTIMONY 

We also made a most startling discov
ery with respect to the sworn testimony 
that Buck had asked for his $50 back. 
The $50 paid for the stolen goods con
sisted of two $20 bills and two $5 bills. 

Several years ago Buck gave us a 
sworn statement about this matter. 
What happened was that when he was 
arrested and put in the brig, his wallet 
and clothes were taken from him. He 
remembered that he .had a $50 bill-not 
the two twenties and two fives which 
were paid for the stolen goods-in an 
inner compartment of his wallet as 
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"mad money." He retrieved his wallet, 
took out the $50 bill, and turned it in. 
The CID military policeman said at that 
time: 

Take down the number. It's probably 
counterfeit. 

When Buck came out of the brig he 
asked for his "$50 bill," not the two 
twenties and two fives paid for the 
stolen goods. But, at the trial, the CID 
man swore that Buck asked for his 
money back-the money paid for the 
stolen loot. 

Again, Mr. President, we made an 
amazing discovery. In the original doc
uments written in the period March 7, 
to 25, 1952, which we obtained in June 
of 19'65, we found the confinement order 
which sent Buck to the brig. On the 
top of that order is the handwritten no
tation, "$50 bill" and the serial number 
of that bill. 

In those same documents are the notes 
of the CID sergeant and investigator who 
testified against Buck. In his own hand
writing and in his notes written on 
March 7, 1952, is also the notation, ''$50 
bill" and the bill number, and the two 
bill numbers agree. · 

Thus, when he testified at the trial that 
Buck "asked for his money back," he 
knew Buck had done no such thing but 
had asked for his "$50 bill" back. The 
notation was in the CID man's own hand
writing. Yet, at the trial this incident 
was called "the crowning glory" by the 
prosecutor. 

PERJURED TESTIMONY 

Buck was convicted on perjured and 
tainted evidence. We can prove it from 
the handwritten notes of the man who 
gave that testimony, and virtually all the 
other key testimony against Buck. This 
was the same man who goofed in letting 
the real culprit escape, but who was 
nonetheless put in charge of the investi
gation of the case. 

IDENTITY-NO LINEUP 

It was this same man who also identi
fied Buck at the trial as the culprit. He 
had a motive to do this; namely, he had 
let the real culprit escape and had 
allowed $500 of Government property to 
be stolen. But we found out that, apart 
from his motive, no lineup was held for 
the identification. And, to the best of 
our knowledge, the second man who 
identified Buck as the culprit, did not 
set eyes on Buck until at least 4 months 
after the crime took place; namely, at 
the time of the pretrial hearing. By this 
time, this second witness had been told 
that: First, they had the guilty man; 
second, he had confessed; third, the 
original stolen chevrons had been re
turned by the lawyer; and four, he had 
asked for his money back-none of 
which, as we now know, was true. And 
at the pretrial, this second witness tes
tified the culprit wore a mustache, which 
Buck had never worn. Buck was clean 
shaven when arrested a few minutes 
later. 

THE UNUSED LICENSE NUMBER 

We also found out that the military 
policeman had the license number of the 
guilty party 2 hours before the crime 

took place. But the license number was 
never used at the trial and was "sup
pressed" by the CID man and was un
known to the prosecutor at the time of 
the trial. If it had been Buck's license 
number, it would have been used. It 
accounts for the name of a "Blackman" 
going out over the police radio at noon 
on March 7, 1952. And it is also the rea
son the radio logs show that the CID 
man did not have Buck's name that day 
as he repeatedly swore he did at the 
trial. 

MILITARY POLICEMAN REFUSES TO TALK 

Finally, Mr. President, when this CID 
man was confronted with this informa
tion on June 25 of this year, he not only 
refused to talk about the case, but lit
erally ran away. He has, over the years, 
repeatedly and consistently refused to 
cooperate in any way with us in our 
investigation. 

BUCK'S STRUGGLE 

Mr. President, this has been a terrible 
struggle and ordeal for Sergeant Buck 
and his family. He and his lovely wife, 
Jeanette, and their two fine children 
have sutiered for the injustice for a 13-
year period. During most of this entire 
period, the 13 years Buck has sutiered, 
the 9 years we have worked on the case, 
and the 7 years in which a pardon has 
been pending, the permanent otncials of 
various agencies of the Government, 'both 
military and civilian, have opposed' our 
etiorts. They have cooperated with us 
in getting information and facts, but they 
have opposed clearing this man's good 
name. 

It should be a good lesson to the pub
lic, and especially to the political scientist 
who tends to downgrade elected otncials 
and to lionize administrators that it was 
because the elected politicians, both in 
the legislative branch and the executive 
branch, were willing to fight for justice 
for Sergeant Buck while, in most cases, 
the administrators and permanent bu
reaucracy-both military and civilian
opposed him, that his good name has 
now been cleared. 

A SALUTE TO THOSE WHO HAVE HELPED 

Mr. President, there are a great many 
people who deserve recognition for the 
help they have given to Buck over the 
years. 

First, I pay tribute to my administra
tive assistant, Howard Shuman, who for 
9 years has waged an untiring and self
less struggle to obtain the facts and to 
make them evident to the administrative 
otncials. He has furnished the driving 
force and the clear analysis which has 
resulted in the final exoneration. Prob
ably more than all others together, he is 
responsible for the final vindication of 
Sergeant Buck. 

Attorneys, Joe Rauh and John Silard, 
have worked 7 years for Buck with
out compensation. Senators MANSFIELD, 
SMATHERS, and MUNDT joined with me in 
requesting a Presidential pardon in 1958. 
Senators JACKSON and MAGNUSON, of 
Washington, where Buck now lives, 
have helped. Congressman ToM FoLEY, 
when he was a member of Senator JACK
soN's stat!, did a great deal of work on 

this matter. Miss Alma Hostetler, of 
Senator MAGNusoN's otnce, helped at cru
cial times. Attorney Charles Slayman, 
who formerly was the counsel of the Sen 
ate Constitutional Rights Subcommit
tee, worked very hard on this case. At
torneys Fred Shields and James N. 
Jones, of Washington, represented Buck 
at crucial t imes in his struggle. Attor
ney Frank Delany gave a great deal of 
time, free of charge, in an effort to help 
Buck-unknown to Buck, I believe. 

Federal Judge Martin Pence, of Ha
waii, wrote one of the finest briefs on 
Buck's behalf, and as a civilian lawyer 
and former serviceman who knew Buck, 
helped manfully in his defense. Brig. 
Gen. James Snedeker, retired, of the 
Marine Corps, wrote an excellent brief 
for Buck at the appellate stage. , 

I must also mention Mr. Lee White, of 
the White House staff, without whose 
help our et!orts for justice could never 
have been successful. 

Not the least of all, I want to pay 
tribute to Charles Horsky, special assist
ant to the President, who recommended 
the pardon for Buck based on the ma
terials submitted to him. I can honestly 
say that at no time did we bring any 
political pressure on him or ask him to 
do anything but judge this case on the 
facts which we had gathered. He is one 
of the few people who have reviewed this 
case · over the years who had had a 
thorough grasp of it and worked at it 
hard enough to understand fully the 
vast materials which we had gathered 
and submitted. 

There are others-almost too numer
ous to name-who have helped with this 
case, only to have their et!orts, until to
day, end in discouragement and disap
pointment. Among them I should men
tion newspapermen James McCartney, of 
the Chicago Daily News, the late Albon 
Hailey, of the Washington Post, and Fred 
Cook and AI Tomer. 

Mr. President, it is a great day for the 
country that a way has been found to 
clear the good name of an innocent man. 
I am only sorry that it has taken so long 
and so much agony to right this wrong. 

PRESIDENT JOHNSON DESERVES T RffiUTE 

Especially, I want to pay tribute to the 
President of the United States. Here is 
a 13-year-old case. Here is a ca;se in 
which Sergeant Buck fought to clear his 
good name over the years. His wife and 
family stood beside him throughout his 
terrible ordeal. His was one of those 
rare and compelling cases where a man 
was wrongfully convicted. And a great 
tribute should be paid to the President 
of the United States and his stat! who, 
seeing such a wrong, took action to cor
rect it. 

There is tragedy and injustice in the 
. world. Our system, however, does have 
within it a way to rectify injustice. It 
is the result of a democratic society and 
the way in which elected otncials can 
respond to the needs of the individual 
citizen. 

Sergeant Buck was without political 
influence. He had no lobby. He is by 
any standards a man of most modest 
means. Yet, his case and his injustice 
was recognized and put right by the 
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President of the United States who took 
a personal interest in this modern ex
ample of a Dreyfus case. 

That this could happen not only does 
honor to Sergeant Buck, but the Presi
dent 0f the United States, by pardoning 
Sergeant Buck on grounds of innocence, 
does honor tO himself and also honors 
us all. God bless the United States of 
America. 

I ask unanimous consent that certain 
newspaper articles dealing with the case 
of Sergeant Buck .be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in tpe RECORD, 

as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 

Sept. 11, 1965] 
THIRTEEN YEARS AFTER CONVICTION PRESIDENT 

CLEARS MARINE OF CHARGE HE STOLE 
CHEVRONS WORTH $500 

(By Harrison Young) 
Carl Hirtiler Buck can call himself a marine 

again. 
President Johnson .granted him a full par

don yesterday on grounds of "innocence" 13 
years after his conviction on a char~e that 
he stole three cartons of uniform chevrons 
worth $500. 

A spokesman for the Justice Department 
said a pardon by reason of innocence was 
exceptionally rare but that new evidence 
had been uncovered to support Buck's ada
mant plea that he was guiltless. 

The offense with which Buck was charged 
was alleged to have taken place in San Diego, 
Calif., in Mareh of 1952. He was court
martialed, found :guilty, sentenced to 11 
months in the . stockade and dishonorably 
discharged. Buck appealed his case unsuc
cessfully through -all possible mUitary chan
nels. 

WANTED TO CLEAR NAME 
In 1956 the Board of Correction of Naval 

Records changed his discharge from dishon
orable to general discharge under honorable 
circumstances, but Buck wasn't satisfied. He 
wanted to clear his name and get back in 
the Corps. He had already moved to Wash
ington to fight the court-martial, and he 
didn't plan to quit. 

Then Senator PAUL H . DouGLAS, Democrat 
of llllnois, came to his ald. Buck was born 
in nunois and the Senator had served in 
World War II as a marine. So Buck went 
to see him when his appeals were denied. 

Senator DouGLAS persuaded Rear Adm. 
Chester Ward and the Navy Judge Advocate 
General, to take another look. He pointed 
to "numerous questions of military justice" 
in Buck's case: 

"Buck's defense counsel acted as a prose
cution witness during the trial." 

"No stolen goods were ever produced at 
the trial * * *." 

"From the police logs at San Diego and at 
Oceanside, Calif., it appears that for Buck 
to have been the person involved he would 
have had to drive some 22 miles, at high 
noon, through a driving rain, through five 
towns, most of them with stop lights, and 
meanwhile have gotten rid of the stolen 
goods, all in some 21 minutes." 

TRAP SET FOR BUYER 

Buck had been. charged with buying the 
$496 worth of chevrons for $50. The cheVrons 
were handed over by two supply sergeants 
and a Criminal Investigation Division master 
sergeant who had set a trap for the man who 
proposed the deal. 

The buyer appeared, paid one of the ser
geants $50 and drove away in a yellow Stude
baker. Not more than 21 minutes later, Buck 
was spotted by a California highway patrol
man 22 miles away, sitting at a stoplight in 

his yellow Studebaker. Buck was taken to 
Camp Pendleton and put in t:Q.e stockade. 

Buck told the Washington Post last night 
from his home in Seattle that when he ar
rived the CID sergeant took a $50 bill Buck 
had with him. When he was released 72 
hours later, he asked the man, who was in 
the stockade office at the time, what he had 
done with the $50 bill. Buck was given a 
check instead of cash. 

At the trial, Buck, said the CID sergeant 
testified that Buck had asked what he had 
done with the $50. The sergeant had not 
made clear that the reference was to the bill, 
not to the money that was paid by whoever 
bought the chevrons, Buck said. 

A note in the CID sergeant's handwriting 
was recently discovered in the stockade log, 
Buck said, stating that a $50 bill had been 
taken from him. This erased the implication 
of the CID sergeant's testimony. 

Buck said the note was found by a member 
Of Senator DOUGLAS' Staff. DoUGLAS had pur
SUed the case, even after Admiral Ward an
nounced there was "no legal justification" to 
reopen the court-martial. 

Buck, now 52, and opera tor of a restaurant 
in Seattle, said he felt "light as a feather," 
after the pardon. He said he presumed it 
meant he was back in the corps--though he 
can't go back to active duty as a master ser
geant since he has been crippled by arthritis 
for the past 2 years. 

"I was a marine for 22 years,'' he said. "I 
imagine I'll die one." 

{From the Chicago (Ill.) Daily News, Sept. 
11, 1965] 

L.B.J. GRANTS PARDON AFTER 13 YEARS
MARINE'S ORDEAL AS ACCUSED THIEF 

(NoTE.-President Johnson Friday granted 
a presidential pardon to an obscure former 
Marine Corps sergeant who was convicted by 
military court-martial on a charge of larceny 
in 1952. In a virtually unprecedented case, 
the President overruled military authorities 
and declared the sergeant did not commit 
the crime. The story behind the presidential 
pardon is a startling case history of a mis
carriage of military justice as well as an 
amazing real-life detective story. The Daily 
News tells the story here in all its fascinating 
detail in an exclusive dispatch by Washing
ton correspondent James McCartney.) 

(By James McCartney) 
WASHINGTON.-This is the story Of the or

deal of Sergeant Buck-an ordeal of 13 years 
that has finally ended at the White House. 

It began, innocently enough on March 7, 
1952, at an intersection in Solano Beach, 
Calif. , 90 miles south of Los Angeles. 

Marine M. Sgt. Carl H. Buck, a baker, 'then 
39, with 16 years in the Marine Corps and 
a virtually perfect record, stopped to fix a 
loose license plate and was approached by 
a state highway patrolman. 

Within minutes he was held for investi
gation in connection with a theft that had 
occurred, at the most, 23 minutes earlier-
25 miles away, at Camp Pendleton, Calif. 

The thief had been identified as a marine 
master sergeant. He had escaped in a "light 
colored" Studebaker. Buck was driving a 
yellow St udebaker. 

At first Buck took it all as a joke and 
believed that, like a bad dream, it would 
go away. 

But within hours the military policeman 
who had let the thief escape pointed to Buck 
and said: "That's the man I want." 

For 13 years Buck argued that he was the 
victim, first, in a fantastic case of mistaken 
identity, and, next, of a frame up. 

He saw his career ruined with a dishon
orable discharge, his savings drained and his 
reputation destroyed. 

At one time tn the Eisenhower adminis
tration he was offered a pardon based on his 
record both before and after the crime, but 

avoiding an assessment of his role in the in
cident . 

He refused it as a matter of principle
insisting that his name be completely 
cleared. 

He battled on long past the point where 
obtaining his pension rights could be con
sidered his main goal. What he sought to 
save was his honor. 

President Johnson has now given that back. 
to him, formally. He not only granted Buck 
a special Presidential pardon, he formally 
cleared his name. 

FOUND GUILTY IN 7 MINUTES 
When first arrested Buck was held incom

municado for 72 hours and then released. 
But 4 months later he found that a case 

had been built against him-primarily by 
the man who had let the thief escape. 

To his astonishment he was called to stand. 
trial on a larceny charge. Even then he took. 
it as a lark. 

But on August 19, 1952, a six-man military 
court deliberated for 7 minutes, found him 
guilty, and sentenced him to 18 months in 
the brig. 

Veteran Washington civil rights Attorney 
Joseph L. Rauh, Jr., described it as "one of 
the strangest cases in mUitary history." 

Senator PAUL DouGLAS, Democrat, of Illi
nois, an ex-marine himself, called Buck an 
innocent man. 

The road back for Buck began in the sum
mer of 1956 when he walked into bouGLAs' 
office in Washington to plead for help. He 
went to DouGLAS because he was born in 
southern Illinois. 

On that day he encountered Howard Shu
man, 41, administrative assistant to DouG
LAS, and a passionate believer in civil lib
erties. 

At first Shuman, onetime Oxford student: 
and former instructor in economics at the· 
University of Illinois, was skeptical. But he
took the time to examine the evidence care
fully and, slowly, over a period of time, be
came convinced that Buck, was, indeed, in-· 
nocent. 

For 9 years Shuman made the case his. 
personal responsib111ty. It became the con
suming passion of his life. 

He read all the documents and records and. 
was not satisfied. He began to write letters,. 
by the dozens, and finally by the hundreds, to 
contact witnesses-all in Senator DouGLAs .. 
name. 

At one time he ran up more than $300 irt 
long-distance telephone calls to California 
that DouGLAS had to pay for out of his own 
pocket. 

Shuman always acted in Senator DouGLAs' 
name. He could have done little without 
the Senator's encouragement and support. 

One immediate achievement was to obtain 
the reversal of the dishonorable disch~rge. 
The conviction, however, stood. 

NEW EVIDENCE-AFTER 13 YEARS 
Finally, this year, Shuman made a trip to 

California to examine the scene of the crime. 
To his astonishment he found new evi

dence-13 years after the event-that had 
apparently been overlooked by all of the 
military a uthorities assigned to the case. 

Where did he find it? In the official file 
on the case. ·Shuman believes it was this 
new evidence that led directly to Buck's 
pardon. 

To Shuman, there were three major areas 
o:f contention. 

One was whether Buck could possibly h ave 
gotton to the place where he was arrested 
if he had committed the crime. 

Anot,her was, essentially, whether t h e 
chief witness against Buck-M. Sgt. Walter 
Franz, a military policeman-sought to pin 
the crime on Buck, possibly to cover his own 
failure to find the real criminal. 

Another was whether a particularly d am
~ging bit of "evidence" used against Buck in 
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his trial-involving a $50 bill-wasn't, in fact, 
a complete misinterpretation of what really 
happened. 

BRIBE OFFER STARTED CASE 

The case itself, as pieced together by 
Shuman, began on March 5, 1952-2 days 
before Buck was arrested. 

On that day a marine master sergeant who 
identified himself only as "Chuck" visited 
Marine Supply Warehouse No. 22--S-4 at 
Camp Pendleton. · 

He spoke to Sgt. Shurlan Hatley, who was 
working behind the counter. He told Hat
ley he wanted to make a deal. 

He offered Hatley a bribe of $50 if Hatley 
would steal some corporals' and sergeants' 
chevrons from the warehouse and turn them 
over to him. He said he knew where he 
could dispose of $500 worth of chevrons. 

Hatley pretended to go along with the deal, 
but promptly reported the bribe offer to his 
superiors. They decided to set a trap for 
"Chuck" and to catch him in the act of 
stealing the chevrons. 

Sergeant Franz, of the criminal investiga
tion division of the post's provost marshal's 
office-in effect a military policeman-was to 
be planted at the scene of the expected crime 
in the warehouse. 

The plan was to let "Chuck" get the chev
rons in his car, so that a crime actually 
would have occurred, and then to make the 
arrest. 

At first everything went according to plan. 
"Chuck'• telephoned Hatley 2 days later, on 
March 7, and said he would be around to 
pick up the chevrons at noon "on the dot." 
Franz took his post. 

It was raining heavily when "Chuck" 
showed up in his light-colored Studebaker 
and he had thrown a sort of shawl. over his 
head for protection. 

With Hatley's help-as Franz watched
he got . three cases of chevrons into the car 
and drove off. 

Franz quickly moved into action to catch 
him with the chevrons in the car, but plans 
started going a wry. 

Franz had parked his military jeep facing 
the wrong way outside the warehouse. He 
had to drive 50 yards in the wrong direction 
to turn around. By that time "Chuck" was 
speeding away in the distance. 

Franz testified that he managed to keep 
"Chuck's" car in sight for about 3 miles
but then lost it. He was, however, still 
within the confines of Camp Pendleton. 

He raced into a home along the route and 
called the camp's main gate to alert military 
police there to stop the fleeing car. He was 
just barely too late. The car was going 
through the gate as Franz call was answered. 

By the best estimate of a;ll concerned the 
time was between 12:17 and 12:20 that the 
car left the gate-a crucial time in the case. 
The record is clear that Buck was stopped no 
later than 12:33. 

As Shuman has computed it, to have com
mitted the crime Buck would have had to 
have made the trip from the camp gate to 
Solano Bea;ch, where he was stopped, in be
tween 13 and 16 minutes. 

The distance is, as Shuman clocked it in 
a rented car, 18 miles. 

"That means," says Shuman, "that he had 
to average between 65 and 85 miles an hour 
in a driving rain, at the noon holU', when 
traffic was heavy." 

.AB traftlc moves on this highway, Highway 
101, he says, Buck would have had to have 
overtaken and passed 75 cars in this period. 

There were, at that time, 91 intersections 
along the route to slow him down and either 
seven or eight stoplights. At least half of the 
distance, he computed, is bUilt up, residen
tial area with speed limits of less than 45 
..miles per hour. 

If the case against Buck is sound, Shuman 
points out, BQ.ck also had to dispose of the 
stolen goods in this period-without a tra;ce. 

He also had to change his clothes and, ac
cording to at least two witnesses, get rid of 
a. mustache. 

A key point in the case was tha·t no evi
dence of the stolen goods was found in Buck's 
car when he was stopped. Nor was there any 
evidence of a shawl of the type Chuck wore 
over his head. 

No physical evidence of any kind was ever 
produced to link Buck with the crime. 

WEAK ALIBI WAS KEY POINT 

One of Buck's basic problems from the 
beginning was that he was not able to supply 
a firm alibi. He testified that he was in 
Oceanside, Calif., which is near Camp Pen
dleton, that morning to see if he could get 
a camshaft on his Studebaker repaired. 

The owner of the Studebaker agency in 
Oceanside reported last seeing Buck about 
11:30 or 11:40 a.m., after setting an appoint
ment to get the car repaired the next day. 

Shuman says that if he had any remain
ing doubts about Buck's innocence in the 
case they were removed in June when he 
drove the route himself. 

It took 27 minutes. "I know that I could 
conceivably have done it in 23 minutes," 
he says, "but it simply couldn't be done in 
13 or 16 minutes." 

The military men who put Buck on trial 
and found him guilty never tried to Inake 
the drive. 

Franz quickly became the principal wit
ness against Buck-in fact it might be said 
that without Franz there would have been 
no case at all. 

Yet it was Franz who had allowed "Chuck" 
to escape, after a trap had been set. If 
there was any man in the case who had rea
son to want an arrest, and to get a convic
tion, it was Franz. 

Franz insisted in sworn testimony that he 
had been given the name of "a man named 
Buck" as a possible suspect by a superior 
officer when the trap was being set--2 hours 
before the chevrons were stolen. 

He also swore that he had told Oceanside 
police to pick up a man named Buck after 
the incident at the gate. 

Franz, however, never came up with a cor
roborating witness. In fact, a military board 
of review that eventually went over the facts 
of the case stated, flatly, that there was no 
way that the superior officer Franz mentioned 
could have had Buck's name-let alone give 
it to Franz. 

The board of review apparently did not 
consider this evidence of perjury sufficiently 
important enough to throw out the case. 

In his exhaustive study of the case and 
his questioning of witnesses, Shuman found 
several persons willing to testify that another 
name-the name of Blackman-actually went 
on police radios as the man sought. 

The patrolman who arrested Buck-Wil
liam A. Doran-said that while he was talking 
to Buck in his car he overheard a message 
on his radio in which the name of Blackman 
was used as the name of the man sought. 

The pattern of events suggested to Shu
man that Franz had actually been seeking a 
man named Blackman, but may have decided 
to pin his hopes on Buck after Buck had been 
stopped. 

"THERE WERE NO BLACKMANS": FRANZ 

Franz, however, did introduce the name 
of Blackman into the case. Franz testified 
at Buck's trial that on the afternoon of his 
arrest Buck "confessed" to him-although 
Franz had no documentary evidence of a 
confession, nor any evidence beyond his 
word. 

Franz said that Buck told him he had 
turned over the stolen chevrons to a man 

named Blackman at a rendezous points in
side the Camp Pendleton gates soon after the 
theft. 

This testimony resulted in some discus
sion of the name Blackman at the trial. 
Franz testified that while investigating the 
case he tried to find a man named Blackman 
at Camp Pendleton, but had no luck. 

"There were no Blackmans, there was 
no record of Blackman." 

It was this testimony that Shuman be
lieves he upset on his visit to California in 
June of this year. 

Shuman had gone to the Camp Pendleton 
legal office and asked. for the records of the 
Buck case. They were handed to him in a 
huge stack. He took them back to his motel 
and began to read. 

First he came across Franz' original, hand
written report on the case.· Then, to his 
amazement, he found a bit of scrap paper
in the same handwriting-with a list of per
sons named Blackman. 

"If there was no Blackman," asks Shu
man, "why was there a list of people by the 
name of Blackman in Franz' own handwrit
ing?" 

Shuman went further, seeking to check 
out the names on Franz' list in the area in 
spite of the passage of the years. He qui~kly 
came to the end of the trail. 

The Blackman in the most prominent 
position on the Franz list, he discovered, 
took his own life recently. 

Franz, incidentally, today is a marshal in 
the municipal court in Santa Ana, Calif. He 
refused to talk to Shuman. At one time he 
even ran from him. 

BUCK WAS FREED AFTER CONFESSION 

Franz' testimony that Buck "confessed." 
to. him is another fasinating insight into the 
vagaries of military justice as it was applied 
to Buck. 

Buck flatly denied ever making any ad
missions, and it is a matter of record that 
Franz never did reduce his cha.rges involving 
the so-called confession to paper. 

Shuman asks: If Franz had told his su
periors that Buck had confessed-why did 
they release Buck after holding him for 72 
hours? . 

The "confession" became a part of the case 
only after Buck had been arrested a second 
time. 

Some of the Navy officers involved in the 
case told Shuman-years after the event-
that they had always believed that Buck 
had "confessed." In their minds, Shuman 
found, this was all there was to it: 

Even written "confessions" signed by the 
accused, are often thrown out of civil courts. 
In this case the testimony involving a con
fession came from a ·man with a strong mo
tive_ for finding a culprit. And it was simply 
his word against Buck's. 

But the "confession" apparently was ac
cepted as valid by the military court. 

A $50 BILL: EVIDENCE OR COINCIDENCE? 

Of all of the circumstances that came to 
combine against Buck, none, in retrospect, 
was more damaging than a single affair in
volving a $50 bill. 

At the time of his arrest Buck was asked 
to turn in all his money. He turned in 
$79.98 in cash and then, at the last moment, 
recalled that he had a $50 bill-which he 
called "mad money"-in a secret compart
ment in his billfold . 

Buck gave Shuman a sworn statement 2 
years ago saying that he dug out the $50 bill 
and handed it to the brig warden. 

According to Buck, Franz was standing 
nearby and said: "Take the number of that 
bill down. It's probably counterfeit." 

Buck swore that when he was released from 
the brig he said to Franz, who was again 
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standing by: "What about my $50 bill? Was 
it counterfeit?" 

Others were present and overheard this 
remark. 

When Buck was brought to trial this dis
cussion about the $50 bill was used aga.inst 
him, with damning effect. 

The prosecutor argued that Buck was ac
tually ask·ing Franz for the $50 that "Ghuck" 
had given to Sergeant Hatley in the ware
house when the chevrons were taken. 

The prosecution told the court that this 
was the "crowning glory" of the case against 
Buck. He later called it "the frosting on 
the cake." 

When Shuman was in California this sum
mer, however, he carefully examined Buck's 
original arrest report. 

Handwritten-at the top of that reportr
he found the figure $79.98. Immediately un
der it he found the number L-000-83698-
the serial number of a $50 bill and the words 
"50 bill." 

To Shuman it was confirmation of a story 
that Buck had told him 2 years earlier, and 
reduced to a sworn affidavit. 

Later on Shuman found the frosting on 
his cake. He found the same serial number, 
and the same words scribbled in Franz' own 
handwriting among Franz' notes. 

BUCK STILL PROUD TO BE A MARINE 
Buck was 39 in 1952. Today he is 52. 
He lives in Seattle, where he has been op

erating a small and none-too-successful 
restaurant. 

He never gave up hope that his name 
would be cleared. He said, too, that he re
fused to abandon his faith in the Marine 
Corps--that he is still "proud to be a 
marine." 

Friday, Senator DouGLAS telephoned Buck 
in Seattle to tell him the good news. 

Buck listened incredulously as the Senator 
told him: "Carl, you've been granted a full 
and complete pardon. It's another Dreyfus 
case." 

Sixteen years in the Marine Corps didn't 
prevent Buck from breaking into tears. 

"God bless you, Senator," he sobbed into 
the telephone. "God bless you and au those 
who work with you." 

Then Shuman took the phone-almost too 
excited to speak. He was grinning broadly. 

"You've got to come to Washington, Carl," 
he said. "We've got to have a party to cel
ebrate." 

Said the President: "I • • • do hereby 
grant to the said Carl Hirdley Buck, a full 
and· unconditional pardon." 

[From the Seattle (Wash.) Post-Intelligencer, 
September 1965] 

"I'M STILL A MARINE"-NAME Is CLEARED 
(By Charles Russell) 

President Johnson yesterday granted a full 
pardon on grounds of innocence to Carl H. 
Buck, 52, Seattle cafe owner and former 
Marine Corps master sergeant, who was con
victed of stealing uniform chevrons in 1952. 

Buck, 11204 lOth Avenue South, who still 
considers himself a marine and has waged a 
13-year battle to clear his name, received the 
good news in telephone calls from Senator 
HENRY M. JACKSON and Senator PAUL H. 
DOUGLAS. 

Buck, originally from Illinois, appealed in 
1956 to Senator DouGLAS, Democrat of Illi
nois, for help. The Senator, himself a 
former marine, took on the case and sent an 
aid, Howard Shuman, to Camp Pendleton, 
Calif., where the three cases of chevrons had 
been stolen, to investigate. Shuman found 
proof it was a case of mistaken identity 
and that the sergeant had been unjustly 
convicted of larceny. 

The telephone jangled incessantly with 
congratulatory calls yesterday in the Buck 

home, where Buck, his wife, Jeanette, and 
their equally happy children, Callene, 15, and 
Richard, 13, were gathered. Callene attends 
Glacier High School and Richard is a student 
at Glendale Junior High. 

"I'm just about the happiest guy in the 
world," Sergeant Buck said. "Inside of me 
it feels just like I've been born again. · Now 
that I've had this unjust yoke and mark re
moved, I'll be able to tell my son that I'm 
still a marine. 

"And I thank God that there are men in 
the Senate like the six who helped in wiping 
out this grave injustice." 

Aiding JACKSON and DOUGLAS in the long 
fight to clear Buck were Senators WARREN G. 
MAGNUSON, Washington, MIKE MANSFIELD, 
Montana; KARL MuNDT, South Dakota, and 
GEORGE SMATHERS, Florida. 

"I was afraid," Buck added, "that Presi
dent Johnson · was so busy with so many 
pressing problems that he couldn't take time 
for a lowly sergeant's case. But he did to
day. I knew all along he was an honorable, 
God-fearing man. Now I'll be able to die a 
marine." 

Buck's health has broken during his long 
fight. He said he still wishes to rejoin the 
Marines but that his physical condition will 
not permit it. 

He first joined the marines on his 20th 
birthday and was in the corps 22 years. 
During World War II he was a mess sergeant. 
He was on Tarawa, underwent strafing by a 
Japanese Zero on Okinawa, and saw the LST 
in front of his own blown up by a kamikaze 
plane in the landing on Saipan. 

He was chief baker at the San Diego Marine 
Recruit Depot when the chevrons were stolen 
at. Camp Pendleton. He was convicted, .served 
11¥2 months in military prison, received a 
bad conduct discharge. In 1956 the Board 
for Correction of Naval Records changed the 
bad conduct discharge to a general discharge. 

But Buck continued his fight. The family 
lived 3 years in Washington, D.C., and 
New York while he tried to clear his name. 

"Ever since the kids were little it's always 
been, 'When Daddy wins his case,' " Mrs. Buck 
explained. "It seems as though we've always 
been waiting for this day. This has been 
our whole life. Today a load has been taken 
off us." 

[From the Seattle (Wash.) Times, Sept. 1i, 
1965] 

FORMER MARINE HOLDS No GRUDGES AFTER 
PRESIDENT CLEARS HIS NAME 

The world of Carl H. Buck today had no 
space for grudges or animosity. 

Buck, 52, a Boulevard Park restaurant 
owner, yesterday received a Presidential 
pardon from a 1952 military court convic
tion which resulted in his expulsion from 
the Marine Corps. 

"I just feel wonderful," Buck said today. 
"I can't tell you how good it is to get this 
off my back. 

"I never had anything against the Marine 
Corps and I still don't. It•s the greatest 
outfit." 

In 1952 Buck was convicted of stealing 
three cases of military chevrons worth $496 
at Camp Pendleton, Calif. 

Buck, a career marine with 18¥2 years 
of service including action at Okinawa and 
Saipan in the Second World War, was jailed 
for 11¥2 months and later given a bad-con
duct discharge. 

But the sergeant insisted upon his in
nocence and convinced a number of Sena
tors, including HENRY M. JACKSON and WAR
REN G. MAGNUSON of Washington, and PAUL 
DouGLAS, of lllinois, Buck's home State. 

Buck said his case went to the White 
House during President Eisenhower's admin
istration. President Kennedy ordered an in-

vestigation, but it was halted by Mr. Ken
nedy's death. 

In announcing the pardon, President 
Johnson said, "It has been made apparent 
to me that Buck was unjustly convicted of 
the offense and is innocent of the charge." 

Mr. Johnson observed that Buck had ex
hausted all recourse to the courts. 

Buck, who resides at 11204 lOth Avenue 
South, said the conviction was ·due to mis
taken identity. 

The case was subjected to constant mili
tary review over the years. In 1956, the Board 
of Correction of Naval Records changed his 
bad.:.conduct discharge to a general dis
charge. But that wasn't enough for Buck. 

Buck has lived here 7 years. He worked 
in bakeries before opening the restaurant at 
Des Moines Way South and South 120th 
Street in 1960. 

Buck expects to recover some pay he lost 
during his last montns in the corps and 
to qualify for military retirement pay. 

Buck and his wife have a daughter, Callene, 
15, a pupil at Glacier High School, and a 
son, Richard, 13, a pupil at Glendale Junior 
High School. 

Buck never lost confidence. 
"I didn't know when this would happen

this year, or when-but I knew that when 
I got a hearing I would be exonerated," Buck 
said. 

Buck said the East Lake Washington 
Chapter of the Disabled American Veterans 
backed his campaign. 

Stan Vorachek, chapter commander, saitl 
the State D.A.V. unit and the national group 
adopted resolutions supporting Senator 
DouGLAS in his campaign to clear Buck's 
name. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
REPORT ON ADDITIONAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 

SPACE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF DENVER, 
COLO. 
A letter from the Administrator, National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
Washington, D.C., transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the provision of additional 
research laboratory space at the University 
of Denver, Denver, Colo. (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Aero
nautical and Space Sciences. 

REPORT ON 0VEROBLIGATION OF AN 
APPROPRIATION 

A letter from the Administrator of Vet
erans Affairs, Veterans' Administration, 
Washington, D.C., reporting, pursuant to 
law, on the overobligation of an appropria
tion in that Administration; to the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 
AMENDMENT OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 

RELATING TO RETIREMENT PAY FOR CERTAIN 
MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES 

A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De
fense, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend title 10, United States 
Code, relating to the adjustment of retire . 
pay and retainer pay of members of the uni
formed services to reflect changes in the 
Consumer Price Index, and for other· pur
poses (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 
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REPLY TO REPORT OF ACTING COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL 

A letter from the Director, Congressional 
Liaison, Agency for International Develop
ment, Department of State, transmitting, for 
the information of the Senate, a copy of that 
Agency's reply to a report of the Acting 
Comptroller General relating to follow-up 
examination on certain aspects of U.S. as
sistance to the Central Treaty Organization 
for a rail link between Turkey and Iran 
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 
REPORT ON TORT CLAIMS PAm BY SMITH

SONIAN INSTITUTION 
A letter from the Acting Secretary, Smith

.sonian Institution, Washington, D.C., trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on tort 
claims paid by that Institution, during the 
fiscal year 1965 (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT ON TORT CLAIMS PAm BY GENERAL 

SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
·A·letter from the Administrator, General 

Services Administration, Washington, D.C., 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
tort claims paid by that Administration, 
during fiscal year 1965 (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS 
· The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate four petitions, signed 
by Giko Maeda, Mayor, Yabu-Son Of
fice, Akira Okamura, Mayor of Kin Son, 
Kobo Arakaki, Mayor of Gushikawa
son, and Shizen Toma, Mayor of S'ashiki
Son, all of the island of Okinawa, pray
ing for the enactment of legislation for 
damages caused by the U.S. Armed 
Forces in the Ryukyus, which were re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee 

on Appropriations, with amendments: 
H.R. 10871. An act making appropriations 

for Foreign Assistance and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 708). 

REPORT ENTITLED "OPERATION OF 
ARTICLE VTI, NATO STATUS OF 
FORCES TREATY"-REPORT OF A 
COMMITI'EE (S. REPT. NO. 707) 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on Sep-

tember 2, 1965, the full Committee on 
Armed Services approved the annual re
port entitled "Operation of Article VII, 
NATO Status of Forces Treaty," to
gether with other jurisdictional oper
ations, for the period December 1, 1963, 
through November 30, 1964. 

I submit to the Senate this report and 
ask that "it be printed, with illustrations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HARRis in the chair) . Without objec
tion, the report will be received and 
printed, as requested by the Senator 

. from North Carolina. 

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF 
EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

Mr. MONRONEY, from the Joint 
Select Committee on the Disposition of 

Papers in the Executive Departments, to 
which was referred for examination and 
recommendation a list of records trans
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of 
the United States, dated September 2, 
1965, that appeared to have no perma
nent value or historical interest, sub
mitted a report thereon, pursuant to law. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. PASTORE, from the Joint Commit

tee on Atomic Energy: 
Glenn T. Seaborg, of California, to be the 

representative of the United States of Amer
ica to the ninth session of the General Con
ference of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency; 

Henry DeWolf Smyth, of New Jersey, John 
Gorham Palfrey, of New York, James T. 
Ramey, of Illinois, Verne B. Lewis, of Mary
land; and Kenneth Holum, of South Dakota, 
to be alternate representatives of the United 
States of America to the ninth session of the 
General Conference of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bill were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL: 
S. 2515. A bill for the relief of Nieves Pintos 

Montes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. TYDINGS: 

S. 2516. A bill to amend the Administra
tive Expenses Act of 1946, as amended, to pro
vide for reimbursement of certain moving ex
penses of employees, and to authorize pay
ment of expenses for storage of household 
goods and personal effects of employees 
assigned to isolated duty stations within the 
continental United States; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

(See the remarks of Mr. TYDINGS when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. McNAMARA (by request): 
S. 2517. A bill to amend the Federal Em

ployees' Compensation Act to improve its 
benefits, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. McNAMARA when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. DffiKSEN: 
S. 2518. A bill to incorporate Junior 

Achievement, Inc.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PASTORE: 
S. 2519 .. A bill for the relief of Sister Mary 

Cecilia (Leonie Esquivel); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey: 
S. 2520: A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Housing and Urban Development to make 
loans for the provision of urgently needed 
nursing homes; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. WILLIAMS of New 
Jersey when he introduced the above bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. PEARSON (for Mr. SCOTT): 
S . 2521. A bill to permit the mailing by 

State motor vehicle authorities of certain 
matter as third-class mail; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PEARSON when he 
introduced the above blll, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. FONG: 
S. 2522. A blll for the relief of Teodoro A. 

Ramel; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HART: 
S. 2523. A blll for the relief of Dr. Nasser 

Barkhordari and his wife, Susan Barkhor
dari; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KUGHEL: 
S. 2524. A bill to prohibit the transporta

tion or shipment in interstate commerce of 
master keys to persons prohibited by State 
law from receiving or possessing them; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. KucHEL when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL EM
PLOYEES' COMPENSATION ACT 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, by 
request, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill to amend the Federal 
Employees' Compensation Act to im
prove its benefits, and for other pur
poses. I ask unanimous consent that 
an explanation of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD, as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and apprQpriately re
ferred; and, without objection the ex
planation will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2517) to amend the Fed
eral Employees' Compensation Act to 
improve its benefits, and for other pur
poses, introduced by Mr. McNAMARA, by 
request, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

The explanation presented by Mr. Mc
NAMARA is as follows: 
STATEMENT IN EXPLANATION OF THE "FEDERAL 

EMPLOYEES' COMPENSATION ACT AMEND
MENTS OF 1965" 

INTRODUCTION 
This blll proposes improvements in the 

Federal Employees' Compensation Act which 
move toward an updating of workmen's 
compensation protection for Federal em
ployees and their survivors to the basis the 
act is intended to furnish. The major de
ficiency of the Compensation Act, which the 
blll would supplement, is an increased maxi
mum compensation limit, to take the place 
of the existing limit which was set in 1949. 
At that time the top salary for Presidential 
appointees was $15,000 a year and for classi
fied employees $10,330. Parallel salaries are 
now $35,000 and $24,500. 

The maximum monthly compensation 
would be increased by this bill from $525 
to $685 a month, and the minimum from 
$180 to $210. 

Under the bill present beneficiaries of the 
act are authorized to receive an increase 
in their benefits commensurate with the an
nual average percentage change in the Con
sumer Price Index since the year in which 
the benefits were awarded, offset by any 
increases authorized by Congress since the 
award. 

In survivor cases, the bill authorizes the 
continuation of benefits for educational pur
poses to unmarried children after the age 
of 18 up to age 23. The blll also permits 
these payments up to age 23 to children 
who became 18 before the effective date of 
the proposed act. 
Increase of present maximum and minimum 

compensation 
The present dollar maximum of $525 a 

month was established in 1949. Between 
1949 and 1964 Government earnings have in
creased 80 percent and over this period the 
consumer price index shows an increase of 
31 percent. Manifestly, the maximum of 
$525 does not carry out the intent of the act 
that employees generally may receive up to 
75 percent of their basic compensation if 
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they are totally disabled. This proposal al
l eviates this situation by increasing the 
present dollar maximum to $686 a month, 
a figure which takes into account the 
increase in the consumer price index. 
This would permit all employees making 
$10,960 (the equivalent of a G&-11, step 
8, or a G&-12, step 3) or less, to receive 
benefit s up to the 75-percent maximum of 
basic monthly compensation which the act 
authorizes. Available information indicates 
that 93 percent of all Federal workers are in 
t his category. · 

The Compensation Act now provides a 
minimum compensation amount of $180 per 
month and that totally disabled employees 
whose monthly pay is less than this amount 
shall be entitled to full pay. The bill 
would increase the minimum amount to $210 
a month, approximately the same income 
which would be earned in a 40-hour work 
week at the minimum wage rate of $1.25 an 
hour required under the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act. The minimum in the Compensa
tion Act was increased in 1960 to the present 
amount. With today's living costs, it is be
lieved that employees making $210 a month 
or less would not be able to subsist on 75 per
cent of their earnings and that, therefore, 
their entire earnings should be paid during 
total disab111ty. Only a few thousand blue 
collar employees fall within a wage bracket so 
low they would be affected by this provision. 
The minimum rate for white collar employees 
under the Classification Act--employees in 
G&-1, step 1, receive $3,385, or approximately 
$280 a month. 

The bill also amends section 6 (a) ( 1) to 
increase from $420 to $546 the limit upon the 
amount of an employee's basic pay which 
may be considered in computing additional 
compensation because of dependents. 

Increase of compensation under previous 
awards 

The last increase authorized for previously 
adjudicated compensation awards was for 
injuries occurring prior to January 1, 1958. 
As a matter of equity, the bill authorizes an 
increase in previous awards on a basis related 
to the increased cost of living. These 
awards are to be adjusted on the basis of 
the annual average change in the Consumer 
Price Index as determined by the Secretary, 
since the award was made, offset by any in
-crease authorized by Congress since the 
award adjudication. 
Authority to continue benefits ~ account of 

surviving childr_en for school attendance 
The bill also permits in survivor cases, 

the continuation of benefits to unmarried 
children after the age of 18 to permit com
pletion on a full-time basis of their program 
of education at an educational institution 
as such terms are defined by the Secretary. 
At present, payment of these benefits is 
terminated at age 18 unless the beneficiaries 
are disabled. This age occurs when most 
children are finishing high school, many of 
whom may wish to enter college. The in
creased family financial need could be allevi
ated and education encouraged if the sur
vivor payment continues until such time 
as the child could normally finish college 
(i.e., the age of 23). 

To prevent inequities with respect to chil
dren who become 18 before the effective date 
of this act and who might otherwise qualify 
for the continuation of benefits, the bill au
thorizes payment of compensation on their 
account until the age of 23 or the completion 
of their education, whichever is earlier. This 
amendment would also bring the Compen
sation Act in line with a similar program of 
the Veterans' Administration for continua
tion of benefits of war orphans. 

The continuation of compensation for 
educational reasons is not only dictated by 
principles of justice and equity, but is so
cially and economically desirable in our 
society which regards the education of off-

spring as one of the breadwinner's primary 
responsibilities. 

Improvement in administrative provisions 
A technical amendment is proposed to 

transfer a substantive item from the Depart
ment of Labor Annual Appropriations Act to 
the Compensation Act. For many years, the 
appropriations acts of the Department have 
provided that the rulemaking authority of 
the Secretary of Labor under the Federal 
Employees' Compensation Act be construed 
to include the authority to establish the 
nature and extent of proofs and evidence re
quired in compensation claims of certain 
noncitizens and nonresident employees em
ployed outside the United States. 

Technical provisions 
The bill also makes clear that it applies 

only to persons who are "employees" under 
the act; that no reduction in compensation 
by reason of Consumer Price Index changes 
is authorized; that no previous compensa
tion award shall be increased by more than 
this change; and that all payments author
ized pursuant to the bill will be on a pros
pective basis. 

LOANS FOR NURSING HOMES 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, not long ago, we enacted the 
medicare program which will serve as a 
milestone attesting to this country's 
commitment to meeting the health needs 
of our elderly. But the medicare pro
gram is only one front on the war against 
ill health and the problems of the aged. 
Enactment of this legislation has reveal
ed inadequacies and weakness in other 
segments of the total medical care 
picture. 

Under the provisions of medicare, 
those over 65 who are eligible for cover
age are entitled to 100 days of ex.tended, 
nursing home care in an accredited in
stitution. This benefit may be received 
either as an alternative or as a supple
ment to the 90 days of hospitization 
which also provided under the bill. 

I do not think I need to detail here the 
appalling shortage of hospital facilities 
in this country. In the past few weeks
spurred on, I am sure, by the situation 
made apparent by medicare--numerous 
magazine articles, television programs, 
and newspaper stories have called atten
tion to the dreadful state of our hospi
tals. Characterized by a shortage of 
buildings, beds, doctors, nurses, and 
money, the situation in hospitals has 
truly reached crisis proportions. 

Because of the impossibility of pro
viding sufficient in-parent hospital serv
ices to all who may need them, an ex
traordinary demand will be created in 
the next few years for nursing home care 
and services undc":" the medicare bene
fits. But the quantity and quality of 
nursing home facilities is not signifi
cantly more encouraging than that of 
hospitals. 

There are now about 2·5,000 nursing 
homes in the United States with more 
than one-half million beds. These facili
ties range all the way from the small 
family residence with only a few beds to 
the multimillion dollar structure with 
hundreds of beds. In function they range 
from the relatively few providing an ac
tive organized medical care program to 
those providing purely domiciliary care. 

They are predominately privately owned 
and operated for profit.-

The Public Health Service, in recent 
studies, reached the shocking conclusion 
that about 40 percent of the existing 
nursing home beds are substandard and 
unacceptable. Thus, of the 500,000 beds 
we do have, ·at least 200,000 of them are 
not fit for the US8 of our elderly citizens. 

At least 500,000 new nursing home 
beds, it has been estimated by the Pub
lic Health Service, will be needed in the 
next few years to replace the substand
ard ones and to provide an adequate sup
ply of new ones. Past history has shown 
that there is little prospect of meeting 
this need without leadership and encour
agement from the Federal Government. 

Most nursing homes are proprietary 
and have been largely financed from 
private sources. Since proprietary nurs
ing homes are profitable ventures, there 
seems to have been little di:fficulty in 
financing these institutions. Over the 
past several years, the Small Business 
Administration has made numerous 
loans for the construction of proprietary 
nursing homes. 

Nonprofit nursing homes have consti
tuted a relatively small percentage of the 
total. They are mostly owned and oper
ated by churches, fraternal organiza
tions, local governments, and increasing
ly by nonprofit hospitals. Here the 
financing has been far more di:fficult. 

The source of Federal funds has been 
the much-needed Hill-Burton program. 
For many years the amount authorized 
for this purpose was only $20 million 
per year. Last year, under the Hill
Harris amendments, the amount for 
nursing homes was finally increased to 
$70 million. The housing and home 
finance program was also amended last 
year to permit guaranteed loans to non
profit nursing homes. 

Since the beginning of the Hill-Bur
ton program, 667 nursing homes with 
36,275 beds have been built under the 
program. These nursing home facili
ties have met the highest standards. 
Unfortunately, both restrictions in the 
act and limitations placed by the States 
have sharply limited the amounts of 
Federal aid. For example, the 667 
nursing homes constructed with Hill
Burton aid cost a total of $437,381,000 
of which only $147,869,000 was Federal 
money. 

The cost of nursing homes, both for 
construction and operation, is much less 
than that of general hospitals. Those 
constructed under the Hill-Burton pro
gram in 1964 averaged between 12 and 13 
thousand dollars per bed or less than 
one-half the cost of new general hos
pitals. Operating costs vary greatly de
pending on the quality of care, but even 
in the better homes, it is less than one
half the cost of hospitals. 

There is every reason to believe that 
the Public Health Service estimate of a 
need for 500,000 beds errs on the con
servative side. Certainly the demand 
has been increasing even more rapidly 
in recent years even though the cost of 
care has not been generally covered by 
private hospitalization plans. Numerous 
factors make it likely that the demand 
will continue to increase even more 
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rapidly. The life span will continue to 
increase. More money is coming into 
the hands of elderly people through 
social security and pension plans. The 
increasing cost of hospital care provides 
a strong incentive to get patients out of 
hospitals and into nursing homes as soon 
as possible. The effect of the social 
security amendments, titles 18 and 19, 
on the demand for nursing home beds is 
certain to be tremendous. The State 
Hill-Burton agencies have estimated 
that, to replace the 200,000 substandard 
beds now in existence and to meet the 
increasing overall need, we will need to 
build 514,000 new nursing home beds to 
meet present known needs. 

As a member of the Subcommittee on 
Health and the Special Committee on 
Aging, I have paid close attention to 
the problems relating to our elderly and 
their health needs. I am particularly 
disturbed, in this field of nursing homes, 
about the very great preponderance of 
proprietarism. While I am convinced 
that the proprietary nursing homes have 
contributed valuable services up to this 
date, I do feel that it is in the best 
interests of the individual patient and 
the public at large, for nonprofit insti
tutions and agencies to take a much 
larger role in nursing home operations 
than they have in the past. 

It is undoubtedly true that the lack 
of funds for construction and the lack 
of assurance of operating income from 
long-term patients has retarded the de
velopment of nonprofit nursing homes in 
the past. The new Medicare Act, which 
assures a return of operating costs for 
the care of elderly patients, will remove 
one of the hindering factors. In my 
opinion, only the lack of adequate funds 
for construction stands in the way of a 
spectacular expansion of nonprofit in
stitutions into the nursing home field. 

While the Hill-Burton program will 
continue to provide an important seg
ment of the nursing home expansion in 
the public and voluntary areas, it cannot 
be expected to fill the whole gap. Even 
so, the relatively small percentage of 
Federal funds allotted to each project 
places a heavy debt burden on the spon
sors with resulting high debt servicing 
costs. These are beyond the ability of 
most nonprofit sponsors to carry. 

To remedy this situation, I am today 
introducing legislation which will estab
lish a 2-year program of low-interest 
Federal loans for construction of prop
erly accredited nursing homes. These 
loans will be made only to private non
profit corporations, limited dividend 
corporations and public agencies. 

As a member of the Housing Sub
committee, I have watched the successful 
progress of the 202 direct loan program 
of housing for the elderly which I had 
the pleasure of originally sponsoring. 
And in certain respects, it has served as 
a model for the program I am intro
ducing today. We have found that use 
of the direct loan program, now' pegged 
at the rate of 3 percent, has proven to be 
a highly effective and economical 
mechanism for stimulating nonprofit 
sponsors and limited dividend corpora
tions in their plans for construction of 
residential housing for the elderly. A 
similar program-aimed at filling the 

need for new nursing homes-will pro
vide the necessary funds and low financ
ing charges which will enable the non
profit sponsors to build the nursing 
homes we so urgently need. 

Because of the particular problems 
associated with building acceptable, 
standard nursing homes, I have included 
the requirement that applicants for this 
loan program meet the standards set 
down for nursing homes under the medi
care legislation. 

I am asking that Congress authorize 
$50 million for the first year of this new 
program and $100 mililon for its second 
year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill lie on the table for 1 week 
for additional cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will lie on the desk, as requested by the 
Senator from New Jersey. 

The bill <S. 2520) to authorize the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel
opment to make loans for the provision 
of urgently needed nursing homes, in
troduced by Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

PERMISSION FOR MAILING BY 
STATE MOTOR VEIDCLE AUTHOR
ITIES OF CERTAIN MATrER AS 
THIRD-CLASS MAIL 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, on be

half of the Senator from Pennsylivania 
[Mr. ScoTT], I introduce, for appropri
ate reference, a bill to amend the United 
States Code so that vehicle registrations, 
driver's license applications, and notices 
of driver's license renewals which now 
require postage at the first-class rate 
can be mailed by the States at rates 
oharged for third-class mail. 

The bill conforms with a proposal of 
the National Governors' Conference 
which was held in Minneapolis last 
month. It would constitute a direct 
form of Federal aid to the states, un
encumbered by any of the carrying 
charges required to pay the middlemen 
in Washington when the Federal Gov
ernment first taxes the States, and then 
returns funds in the forms of grants. 
It would help the States to help them
selves. 

Prompt consideration of this legisla
tion is urged. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The bill 
will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 2521) to permit the mail
ing by State motor vehicle authorities 
of certain matter as third-class mail, 
introduced by Mr. PEARSON (for Mr. 
ScoTT), was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

AMENDMENTS OF CONVENTION OF 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL MARITIME 
CONSULTATIVE ORGANIZATION
REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF 
SECRECY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as 

in executive session, I ask unanimous 

consent that the Senate remove the in
junction of secrecy from Executive H, 
89th Congress, 1st session, amendments 
to articles 17 and 18 of the Convention 
of the Intergovernmental Maritime Con
sultative Organization, and that the 
amendments, together with the Presi
dent's message, be referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, and that 
the President's message be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The message from the President is 
as follows: · 
To the Senate of the United States: 

With a view to receiving the advice and 
consent of the Senate to acceptance, I trans
mit herewith amendments to articles 17 and 
18 of the Convention of the Intergovern
mental Maritime Consultative Organization, 
which amendments were adopted on Sep
tember 15, 1964 by the Assembly of the In
tergovernmental Maritime Consultative Or
ganization at its second extraordinary ses
sion, held at London from September 10 to 
15, 1964. 

The amendments, which relate to the 
composition of the Council of the Inter
governmental Maritime Consultative Or
ganization, enlarge the membership of the 
Council from 16 to 18, provide for a more 
democratic method of electing such mem
bers, and insure a more equitable geographic 
representation on the Council. 

I transmit also, for the information of the 
Senate, the report of the Secretary of State 
with respect to the amendments. 

I recommend that the amendments be 
given favocable consideration by the Senate. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 13, 1965. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 
1965-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 445 

Mr. ROBERTSON submitted an 
amendment, intended to be proposed by 
him to the amendment (No. 441) to be 
proposed by Mr. BREWSTER to House bill 
9811, the Food and Agriculture Act of 
1965, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 446 

Mr. AIKEN (for himself and Mr. Wu.
LIAMS of Delaware) submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by them, 
jointly, to House bill 9811, the Food and 
Agriculture Act of 1965, which was or
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

AMENDMENT OF TITLE V O:F THE 
INTERNATIONAL CLAIMS SETI'LE
MENT ACT OF 1949, RELATING TO 
CERTAIN CLAIMS AGAINST THE 
GOVERNMENT OF CUBA-AMEND
MENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 447 

Mr. SPARKMAN submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him. 
to the bill (S. 1826) to amend title V of 
the International Claims Settlement Act 
of 1949 relating to certain claims against 
the Government of Cuba, which was or
dered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF 
JOINT RESOLUTION 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the name of the dis-
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tinguished Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BoGGS] be added at the next printing as 
.a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
16, which grants the consent of Congress 
to the States of Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, Connecticut, New York, New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Mary
land, and the District of Columbia to 
negotiate and enter into a contract to 
establish a multistate authority to con
struct and operate a passenger rail trans
portation system within the area of such 
States and the District of Columbia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NOTICES OF RECEIPT OF NOMINA
TIONS BY COMMITTEE ON FOR
EIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, I desire to announce that on 
September 8 the Senate received the 
nominations of Mr. John H. Burns, of 
Oklahoma, to be Ambassador to Tan
zania, and Mr. Richard H. Davis, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Ambassador 
to Rumania. 

In accordance . with the committee 
rule, these pending nominations may not 
be considered prior to the expiration of 
6 days of their receipt in the Senate. 

Mr. President, as chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, I de
sire also to announce that today the 
Senate received the following nomina
tions: 

U. Alexis Johnson, of California, to 
be Deputy Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs. 

The following-named persons to be 
Representatives of the United States of 
America to the 20th session of the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations: 

Arthur J. Goldberg, of Illinois. 
Charles W. Yost, of New York. 
BARRATT O'HARA, U.S. Representative 

from the State of Illinois. 
PETER H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN, U.S. Rep

resentative from the State of New Jer
sey. 

William C. Foster, of the District of 
Columbia. 

The following-named persons to be 
-alternate representatives of the United 
States of America to the 20th session of 
the General Assembly of the United 
Nations: 

James M. Nabrit, Jr., of the District of 
·columbia. 

JAMES ROOSEVELT, U.S. Representative 
from the State of California. 

Mrs. Eugenie Anderson, of Minnesota. 
William P. Rogers, of Maryland. 
Miss Frances E. Willis, of California; 

and the nomination of Mrs. Marjorie 
McKenzie Lawson, of the District of 
Columbia, to be the representative of 
the United States of America on the So
cial Commission of the Economic and 
Social Council of the United Nations; 

In accordance with the committee 
rule, these pending nominations may not 
be considered prior to the expiration of 
6 days of their receipt in the Sena.te. 

CXI--1486 

THE INFORMATIONAL MEDIA 
GUARANTEE FUND PROGRAM OF 
THE U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I note with 

great pleasure the introduction of a bill, 
S. 2256, to revise the structure of the 
informational media guarantee fund 
program of the U.S. Information 
Agency. 

This program has been in effect since 
1948, having been stimulated by find
ings of a joint congressional committee 
which had exhaustively studied the U.S. 
overseas information program. The 
purpose of the program is to advance 
the U.S. national interest by the over
seas sale, through private channels, of 
U.S. informational media, including 
books, magazines, newspapers, and mo
tion pictures. 

To achieve that end, the Government 
guarantees to American exporters, where 
necessary, the convertibility of foreign 
exchange obtained by sales of their 
products. · 

The Subcommittee on State Depart
ment Organization and Public Affairs of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations is
sued a report in 1958 supporting this 
program. The chairman of that sub
committee was the distinguished Ma
jority Leader, the senior Senator from 
Montana. 

I have supported this program in the 
past as an exceedingly effective way of 
getting American books and magazines 
into some key countries, where there is 
no possibility of placing them there 
through normal commercial channels. 

The program is now operating in Af
ghanistan, Guinea, Korea, Pakistan, Po
land, Turkey, Vietnam, and Yugoslavia. 
U.S. publications are purchased in these 
countries by consumers who want them 
and are willing to pay for them. Maga
zines thus acquired carry little of the 
propaganda taint usually ascribed to 
Government publications. 

S. 2256 appears to be designed to ex
pand the scope and effectiveness of the 
informational media guaranty fund pro
gram, in order to permit it to operate 
in the many other countries where in
formation about the United States is 
needed and where exporters encounter 
difficulties. 

The spring 1965, issue of the George 
Washington magazine contains an ex
cellent and thoughtful article by Edgar 
R. Baker, a vice president of Time Inc., 
entitled "The American Magazine Over
seas." In that article, Mr. Baker pays 
tribute to the informational media 
guarantee program and points out that: 

It has enabled U.S. magazines to seek out 
readers in countries otherwise closed to them 
by exchange restrictions and thus deserves 
great credit for helping establish U.S. maga
zine footholds in strategically important 
nations. 

I ask permission to insert appropriate 
portions of the article in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the article were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

THE AMERICAN MAGAZINE OVERSEAS 

(By Edgar R. Baker) 
A short while ago, when the foreign m1n.ls

ter of Red China arrived at a meeting in 

Peiping with the President of Pakistan, he 
brought several. things: dossiers and notes, 
assistants and translators-and, under his 
arm, the CUl'l'ent issue of Time with his por
trait on the cover. 

What was said about Time by the minister 
to the President (himself a former cover sub
ject) is not known and not really impor
tant. Wha.t is to be noted is that American 
magazines like Time are as well known and 
read in great cities of the world like London 
and Buenos Aires, Milan, and Melbourne, as 
they are in Washing.ton and New York. 

It is also intere&ting to note that the copy 
of Time carried by the foreign minister was 
probably 1 of 50 regularly purchased by 
Chinese agents from a certain newsstand in 
Toyko and flown to Peiping via diplomatic 
pouch. Time and other American maga
zines are not allowed to reach the public 
behind the Bamboo CUrtain. 

Despite only selective distribution in Com
munist countries behind whatever curtains, 
the combined circula.tion of American maga
zines in some 150 other countries now 
amounts to about 17 million copies per is
sue-<a foreign circulation vastly greater 
than the home circulation ever achieved by 
the magazine industry of any other country. 

Sever·al points should be made about this 
world penetration of American magazines. 

First, it has been brought about by pri
vate enterprise without Government subsidy. 
Magazines published by the U.S. Informa
tion Service for distribution in Iron Curtain 
couptries are not included in my figures. 
It should ,be acknowledged, however, tha.t 
for some years the Department of State has 
operated the information media gu"M"an.tee 
program (IMG) under which State, for a fee 
sufilcienrt to cover its expenses, redeems for 
dollars various local currencies which pub
lishers themselves cannot convert. Although 
this program never covered more than 2 or 
3 percent of overseas circulations, it has en
abled U.S. magazines to seek out readers in 
countries otherwise closed to them by ex
change restrictions, and thus deserves great 
credit for helping establish U.S. magazine 
footholds in strategically important nations. 

Secondly, American magazines have been 
able to attract audiences all over the free 
world because the English language is be
coming more and more the lingua franca of 
educated people. English is required or 
recommended as a second language in most 
of the free world's secondary school systems. 
More and more foreign students are coming 
to the United States for higher education
some 70,000 this year. English is the un
omcial language of international business. 

The thkd point is that much of the thrust 
of American magazines has been exerted 
since World War II. National Geographic, 
it is true, has had readers abroad since 1888, 
but most of its 650,000 foreign readers have 
been added in the past 20 years. Reader's 
Digest has published editions in other lan
guages since 1940. But it was not until dur
ing and after World War II that the weekly 
and fortnightly news magazines moved ener
getically overseas. 

At the time he announced the formation 
of Times-Life International in September 
1945, Henry R. Luce declared that "America 
as a nation and we a.s journalists can no 
longer afford ·to be apart from the world." 
On the theory that men who are continually 
informed about others are less likely to make 
war upon them, he committed the new di
vision to make American ideas and attitudes 
as reflected in Time and Life available to all 
who wished to know them. Hopefully, but 
secondarily, he walllted the job done at a 
profit. 

There was no immediate prospect of finan
cial gain at the time of this decision. Much 
of Europe and Asia were in ruins. There was 
small reader ability to pay, and smaller im
mediate prospects of advertising income. For 
several years losses were substantial, but the 



23566 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 13, 1965 
enterprise has been constantly profitable 
since 1949. 

What American magazines are now most 
popular overseas? They divide generally into 
three major categories: general magazines, 
news magazines, and business-professional
industrial magazines. 

The most popular general magazine over
seas is, of course, the Reader's Digest, which 
sells about lOY:! m1llion copies per month 
through 29 basic international editions in 14 
languages. The Digest varies in content from 
country to country, but nothing is published 
overseas which has not already appeared in 
the U.S. edition. Since the Digest derives 
much of its content from other American 
magazines, scores of additional titles are thus 
given representation abroad which they 
would not have otherwise. 

Reader's Digest is followed overseas (ad
mittedly at some distance) by two inter
national editions of Life whose combined 
circulation approximates 900,000 every other 
week. English-language Life International, 
printed in Paris, has the distinction of be
ing the only general magazine specifically 
edited for a world audience. To the average 
50 percent of content derived from material 
appearing in the U.S. edition, Life Inter
national adds articles and picture esaays of 
cosmopolitan interest. It tends to be more 
literary than the Life we know here, and is 
generally more cerebral. The fact that it has 
found a distinguished audience wherever men 
are free to choose their reading matter at
tests to both the universality of English and 
to the existence of what I like to call "a 
world community of curious minds." 

Life en Espafiol, first published in 1953, 
has long since won a succes d'estime as Latin 
America's most prestigious popular maga
zine. It too derives perhaps 50 percent of its 
editorial content from the U.S. Life and cre
ates additional material of particular interest 
to the Spanish-speaking world. . 

Popular Mechanics, appearing in seven 
languages, is bought each month by about 
530,000 foreign readers who share the Ameri
can penchant for learning how it's done. 

Two service-club magazines of general in
terest have substantial circulation abroad. 
The Rotarian in English is read by some 80,-
000 families, and by more than 40,000 in · 
Spanish. The Lion Magazine reaches close 
to 70,000 in English and more than 40,000 
in Spanish. 

Taken together, U.S. general magazines 
with international editions reach more than 
12 m1llion foreign families with a single is
sue. To these must be added the more than 
lY:! million foreign circulation of the regular 
domestic editions of scores of other general 
interest magazines. In addition to National 
Geographic, which leads the group, practi
cally every favorite magazine here has fans 
abroad as well; Saturday Evening Post, Ladies 
Home Journal, Look, McOall's, Esquire, 
Seventeen, the New Yorker, Popular Photog
raphy, Fortune, Scientific American, and 
many others. A recent dlspatch from Thai
land reports that Playboy is selling like hot 
egg rolls in Bangkok as it does in most areas 
of the world. 

The second major category of international 
U.S. magazines--and the category which 
probably exerts most influence on the atti
tudes of readers--is that of the news maga
zines: Time, Newsweek, U.S. News & World 
Report, Visi6n (in Spanish) and Visao (in 
Portuguese) . 

Time is the leader in the news magazine 
category, with a weekly circulation of over 
800,000 concentrated among the most in
fluential people of the free wo~rld . Tim.e 
could be called an export magazine in the 
sense that its editorial content (except for 
the Canada edition, which has added local 
news) is identical around the world-and 
in Time English, too. It is printed in five 
foreign cities to speed distribution, but 

nothing is changed, added or deleted for for
eign consumption. Thus Time readers over
seas are almost literally looking over the 
shoulders of American readers to find out 
what American editors think of the world 
that week---and, surprisingly often, to find 
out what's really going on in their own 
countries. 

Right after Time come the international 
editions of Newsweek. Europe, Africa, and 
the Middle East are served by an edition 
printed near London. The Far East and 
southeast Asia are served by a Pacific edition 
printed in Tokyo. Canada and Latin Amer
ica are served with the U.S. edition. 

Like Time, Newsweek's editorial content is 
substantially the same the world over. Total 
circulation outside the United States exceeds 
240,000 per week. 

U.S. News & World Report does not publish 
international editions as such, but finds an 
audience of some 34,000 per issue overseas. 
Some copies are delivered by airmail. 

Visi6n is a fortnightly news magazine in 
the Spanish language with particular orien
tation toward Latin American businessmen. 
It is printed both in Mexico and Chile and en
joys a circulation of some 155,000. A weekly 
edition in Portuguese, printed in Brazil and 
including special local content, has a circu
lation of some 65,000. 

The last major category of U.S. magazines 
circulating abroad is by no means the least. 
So-called export business magazines (many 
in Spanish and most distributed free of 
charge) have a per-issue circulation in excess 
of 800,000. Other business, technical, and 
trade publications published primarily for 
U.S. audiences but "overflowing" abroad 
number more than 600 (from Adhesives Age 
to the Writer) and reach more than 700,000 
readers abroad with one issue. And finally, 
well over 100 scholarly periodicals, led by 
those in the social sciences and the humani
ties, find an overseas audience of more than 
70,000 per issue. 

What accounts for this prodigious popu
larity of all sorts of American magazines in 
other countries? Many reasons, I think, and 
reasons varying by country. 

In smaller nations where a local press has 
:riot been established, or whose orientation is 
perhaps a bit parochial, American magazines 
find readers because American publishers 
have been aggressive enough to make them 
available to help fill the homegrown vacuum. 

In countries with a flourishing local press, 
American magazines seem to be bought for 
news and views of America, for general for
eign news not available through local media, 
for the smart way in which American mag
azines are edited, and for the generally 
superior style in which they are produced. 
(Robert Benchley could hardly say today of 
any edition of Time, as he did of the first 
issues in 1923, that the magazine appeared 
to be printed on slices of stale bread.) J. S. 
Chaloner, manager of Britain's largest 
magazine distribution firm and a participant · 
in the founding of Germany's famed Der 
Spiegel, passes along the view of a pro
fessional: "If the price of imported magazines 
is higher than the domestic equivalent. it 
must be said bluntly that far too often so is 
the editorial quality, the production, and 
number of pages." 

The exigencies of distributing almost 3 mil
lion magazines a fortnight number scarcely 
less than 3 million themselves. The docu
ments (invoices, bills of lading, customs 
declarations, etc.) necessary to cover dis
tribution of single issues of Time and Life 
weigh about 100 pounds. 

Time or iginates in six locations for foreign 
distribution: in Montreal for all of Canada; 
in Atlanta, Ga. (since Castro closed down 
our CUban plant) for Latin America; in Paris 
for Europe, the Middle East and Africa; in 
Tokyo for the Far East; in Melbourne for 
Australia and, just recently, in Auckland for 

New Zealand. Time is printed in these cities 
by offset plates made directly from special 
film flown from Chicago. Distributed by air 
(we are one of the five largest users of inter
national air freight) Time is in the hands of 
readers in all the principal cities of the world 
no later than the date on its cover and gen
erally several days before. 

Life International and Life en Espafiol, 
printed on heavy stock, are delivered mostly 
by surface transport. Life en Espafiol, 
printed in Chicago on the same presses that 
produce Life United States, travels by train 
to Mexico and thence by ship and truck to 
readers throughout Latin America. Life In
ternational travels from its printing point in 
Paris by air and rail throughout Europe, by 
ship elsewhere. 

About half the circulation of Time and Life 
overseas is by subscription, paid for in some 
30 currencies. There are banking and re
mitting facilities in every major country 
which enable the reader to order a sub
scription by writing a personal check on his 
local account. 

In years past, getting pesetas out of Spain, 
pounds out of_ England, zlotys out of Poland 
or most anything fr0m almost anywhere was 
one of our most frustrating problems. At 
one time, I remember, we thought of buying 
Dutch guHder.s with exchangeable other 
moneys, using the guilders to buy Dutch 
cheese, then importing the cheese to the 
United States and selling it by the chunk to 
gourmets. Today our exchange problems 
are relatively few, probably the greatest of 
them being galloping inflation in much of 
Latin America. 

Censorship and discriminatory practices 
have plagued us since Time first flew to 
Latin America in 1941. Mr. Peron, of Argen
tina forbade us entry for some 6 years-
thus creating a flourishing black market in 
copies sneaked 1n from Uruguay. Mr. 
Trujillo of the Dominion Republic liked us 
even less than we did him. The late ex-King 
Farouk of Egypt banned us for lese majeste 
shortly before he was banished for much the 
same thing. Spain maintains two. sets of 
censors: one operated by the church, the 
other 'by the state. Both frown on opulent 
ladies whether painted by Rubens or pho
tographed by Eisenstaedt. Most of the Arab 
countries, refusing to recognize the existence 
of Israel, either ban issues with editorial or 
advertising content mentioning that country 
or set their censors to work with shears 
removing the offending pages. Ireland smiles 
on most that we offer, but grimaces at ad
vertisements for ladies' undergarments. 

None of our magazines, of course. is al
lowed to circulate in Russia, although a few 
dozen subscription copies go in to top of
ficials. Periodically we are allowed to open 
a news bureau in Moscow, but it is ordered 
closed and our correspondents banished 
when they work too embarrassingly at their 
trade. Some of Russia's satelUtes allow us 
in for a time and then as mysteriously allow 
us out. In Red China Time has a circula
tion of one, Life of none, although the Gov
ernment keeps the Winter Palace supplied 
by pouch from Tokyo. Mr. Sukarno of Indo
nesia has banned us since 1961. He disliked 
many things in Time's reporting, including 
the fact that he liked girls. He still dis
likes Time, and there is still no evidence 
that he dislikes girls. 

During the Algerian crisis, Time had a · 
highly unfavorable cover story on General 
Salan, one of the dissenting French com
manders who wan ted to keep the French 
grip on Algeria. Salan was pictured in front 
of a desert, and in the sana was written 
his slogan: ·~lgerte frangaise." When the 
cover came off press in Paris, the French 
Minister of Information, perhaps fearful that 
our cover would be misinterpreted as favor
ing Salan's cause-"Apres tout, c'est lui sur 
la couverture, n'est-ce-pas?"-caused us )to 



September 13, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 23567 
block out the illustration with green ink be
fore allowing copies to go on sale. Result, of 
course: a sellout but no insurrection. 

Matters of censorship, distribution and ad
vertising, complicated as they may be, are 
nevertheless routine matters in international 
publishing. To survive, and to progress, 
management must look beyond the present 
to a hopefully better tomorrow. 

It is obvious, when we stand back, that 
the penetration of English-language maga
zines in countries speaking something else 
is limited to the better educated and to 
those with broad. curiosity. The number of 
such readers increases with the years as 
population and sophistication increase, but 
this still leaves untouched the minds of the 
majority. The question arises: Should we, 
as publishers, remain content with reach
ing only the leadership group, or should we 
publlsh in local tongues? 

Our experiments along this line began 25 
years ago with an attempt to put Time into 
Spanish. Translation was easy enough ( al
though the Spanish ran 20-percent longer 
than Time's terse English) but the result was 
no longer Time. A North American frame 
of reference does not become a South Ameri
can frame by being put into Spanish. It re
mains North, and seems inappropriate in 
Castilian. So the experiment was dropped. 
Some years later, as we've seen, Life en 
Espafiol was born-and it was produced from 
the first by writers and editors born to the 
Latin frame. 

Three years ago last April we announced 
a new approach to publishing in other lan
guages. We formed an equal partnership 
with Italy's leading magazine publisher to 
produce Panorama. To the editors of this 
new monthly we offered the entire editorial 
product of Time Inc. After 2Y:z years of pub
lication, the Italian Panorama has evolved 
as intended into a magazine for world
oriented Italians. Its editors draw from Life, 
Time, Fortune, Sports Illustrated, and the 
wealth of other stories in the file of our 
worldwide correspondents. They also de
velop material about Italy itself, thus com
bining in one magazine both the local _and 
the global point of view-and all within the 
Italian frame of reference. 

Panorama Italy fared well enough so that 
we have since started a counterpart in the 
Spanish language in Argentina. Though pro
duced under the same governing idea, this 
Panorama is distinctly different--reflecting a 
different national point of view and the dif
ferent personalities of its editors. We are 
now investigating other possible Panoramas 
in other languages. 

Along similar lines, we are now copublish
era in Japan of a business-oriented magazine 
called President. Based essentially on For
tune magazine, President reports on the 
stratosphere of world business as well as the 
toposphere of business, Japanese style. Pres
ident's great success in a country whose eco
nomic phllosophy so closely approximates our 
own has led to investigation of other Presi
dents elsewhere. 

This, then, is the American magazine over
seas, at least it seems to my particular expe
rience. I have been part of this fascinating 
business for 20 years and have yet to expe
rience a single day when it did not offer chal
lenge and opportunity. For here is not 
merely a business engaged in for profit. The 
vast majority of American magazines circu
lated in other countries are sources of infor
mation and means of education for th06e 
who read them. They speak facts, they en
tertain, they broaden horizons. They seek 
out, with complete disregard of national 
boundaries, llke-thinklng men. They estab
lish communities of the mind whose mem
bers cover the earth. By contributing to 
understanding, they ultimately serve the 
cause of peace. 

PARTICIPATION BY DR. MARTIN 
LUTHER KING AND BAYARD RUS
TIN IN INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a statement 
I made concerning a development in in
ternational affairs over the weekend be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

A whole new sphere of troublemaking for 
the United States was launched yesterday 
when Martin Luther King, accompanied by 
Bayard Rustin, turned from his successes 
at creating domestic disorders to an attempt 
to play the same role with similar conse
quences in international affairs. It is a 
distinct disappointment to me and a dis
grace to the country that Ambassador Gold
berg would officially receive such persons as 
Martin Luther King and Bayard Rustin, and 
thereby lend credence to an appearance of 
official respectability of these two trouble
makers. 

Neither King nor Rustin have backgrounds 
or experiences which would even entitle them 
to an otHcial audience. King is a notorious 
troublemaker and intermeddler, who has of 
late publicly revealed his interest in inter
national affairs. Only King, and' possibly 
some agencies of Government, can be sure 
what qualifications he possesses, or thinks he 
possesses, which would make persuasive his 
proposals to the leaders of communism to 
whom he proposes next to address them. 

Bayard Rustin's quallfications are better 
documented in the public record, in that he 
was reported in the press to have been a 
member of the Young Communist League, 
not to mention the fact that he was con
victed for sex perversion and dodging the 
draft. 

It is indeed a sad commentary that even 
the existence of such persons is acknowl
edged to the extent of an audience with a 
high otH-cial of the Government. Ambassador 
Goldberg is, of course, free to accept advice 
from whomever he pleases privately, but I 
would hope that in the public conduct of his 
otHcial position, he would be more discrim
inating and concerned for the image of our 
Nation than he demonstrated in publicly 
receiving King and Rustin. 

AMERICANS UNITED ON VIETNAM 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 

· results of a Harris Survey published 
yesterday give convincing evidence that 
the American people have rallied 
strongly behind their President over the 
gravest issue facing this land today, the 
war in Vietnam. Right now, as we meet 
in this Chamber, 66 percent of the pub
lic approves the course President John
son is following in Vietnam. This sup
port is an overwhelming repudiation of 
the Communists' wishful contention that 
deep divisions within the United States 
over the administration's southeast 
Asian policies will eventually lead to our 
ignominious defeat. In every region of 
our great Nation, the people understand 
the necessity for our commitment to the 
South Vietnamese. They understand 
that it is a commitment rooted in the 
desire for peace, and they support it. 

Doubtless we will continue to have one 
or. two misguided civil rights leaders is
suing statements and isolated demon
strations against the war in Vietnam, but 
these actions are becoming less popular 

and, indeed, more futile every day. No 
matter how vocal they have been, the 
peacemongers have not been able to 
shake the commonsense of most Ameri
cans. 

Those who oppose American involve
ment in southeast Asia have repeatedly 
attempted to swing public opinion 
against the course being followed by 
President Johnson's administration, and 
have tried in vain to rally the people 
around several principal arguments. 

One of the chief of these arguments is 
that we have failed to evolve a solid and 
consistent policy; that our goals have 
been hazy and ill-defined; that, in fact, 
we do not know what we seek in aiding 
the people of South Vietnam. 

But in reviewing official public state
ments on Vietnam, one cannot help but 
be struck by the strong continuity of our 
policy as it relates to that beleaguered 
nation. Since 1954, when President 
Dwight Eisenhower pledged -to "assist 
the Government of Vietnam in develop
ing and maintaining a strong, viable 
state, capable of resisting attempted sub
version or aggression through military 
means," every administration has com
mitted itself to aiding the cause of free
dom in South Vietnam. 

In 1961, the late President John F. 
Kennedy said: 

We are prepared to help the Republic of 
Vietnam to protect its people and preserve 
its independence. 

And President Johnson has said: 
\Ve have made a national pledge to help 

South Vietnam to defend its independence. 

I know it is the President's intention 
to keep that promise. 

Mr. President, almost every American 
official involved with the conduct of otll" 
foreign relations has taken great pains 
to clarify the aims of the United States 
in southeast Asia. Time after time, 
members of both Democratic and Re
publican Administrations have explained 
to the American people just what it is 
we are trying to accomplish. 

In a June 1, 1956, speech to the Amer
ican Friends of Vietnam, here in Wash
ington, former Assistant Secretary of 
State for Far Eastern Affairs Walter 
Robertson outlined out goals in Vietnam 
as follows: 

To support a friendly, non-Communist 
government in Vietnam and to help it di
minish and eventually eradicate Communist 
subversion and influence. 

To help the Government of Vietnam estab
lish the forces necessary for internal 
security. 

To encourage support for Free Vietnam 
by the non-Communist world. 

To aid in the rehab111tation and recon
-struction of a country and people ravaged 
by 8 ruinous years of civil and international 
war. 

The roots of the conflict in southeast 
Asia extend back to the close of World 
War II and the emergence of a strong 
sense of nationalism and anti-colonial
ism in nearly every underdeveloped 
region of the earth. This surge of 
nationalism eventually swept France 
from her historic control of Indochina 
and led to the Geneva Conference of 
1954, which divided Vietnam into two 
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distinct nations. Article 2'1 of the 
Agreement on Vietnam states that each 
party, North and South Vietnam, shall 
respect the territory of the other and 
shall commit no act and undertake no 
operation against the other party. 

This provision has been violated by 
the Communists in Hanoi. 

Since 1959 North Vietnam has been on 
the march. Unable to undermine and 
topple the Government of South Viet
nam by subversion, the Communists 
have embarked on a course of open ag
gression. They have infiltrated tens of 
thousands of guerrillas and vast stores 
of weapons into South Vietnam. They 
have sent several identified regiments of 
the regular army of North Vietnam into 
the South. They have stepped up their 
campaigns of terror and subversion. 

The people of South Vietnam have 
resisted every attack bravely and with 
all the resources at their command. 
They have made great sacrifices in the 
defense of their liberty. 

But, Mr. President, these people in a 
land 10,000 miles from our shores can
not stand alone. They face a strong 
and determined enemy who is supported 
by Communist China and other Commu
nist nations. They were forced to seek 
help from the free world, and that help 
was extended by President Eisenhower 
and has been continued by each of his 
successors. 

This aid has become the cornerstone 
of free world support for Vietnam. As 
the major free world power this is a re
sponsibility our Nation must not and 
cannot shirk. The history of America 
itself is the fulfillment of a dream 
against odds which at times seemed 
overwhelming. In the face of that his
tory, we cannot abandon any free nation 
which seeks similar goals. Following 
our lead, 36 other free world nations are 
already contributing military or eco
nomic assistance to South Vietnam, or 
are pledged to do so in the near future. · 

Even while the forces of freedom have 
been increasing military efforts to 
counter the growing Communist aggres
sion, we have continued our work in the 
economic and social fields. And, most 
important of all, we have again and 
again stated our willingness to enter in
to discussions or negotiations leading to 
peace and stability in Vietnam. 

In his famous Johns Hopkins speech 
on April 7, of this . year, President John
son stated our readineSJS to engage in 
unconditional discussions with the gov
ernments of North Vietnam and other 
countries in an effort to arrive at an 
honorruble settlement. He reaffirmed, 
however, that until such an agreement 
is reached, "We will use our power with 
restraint and with all the wisdom that 
we can command. But we will use it." 

Mr. President, Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk stated the essence of the Vietnam
ese issue as clearly as I have heard it in 
his press conference of November 17, 
1961. At that time, he said: 

The determined and ruthless cam.paign of 
propaganda, iniUtration, and subversion by 
the Conununist regime in North Vietnam to 
destroy the Republic of Vietnrum and sub
jugate its people is a threat to the peace. 
The independence and terri'torlal integrity 
of that free country is of major and serious 

concern not only to the people of Vietnam 
and their inunediate neighbors, but also to 
all other free nations. 

The Communists in Hanoi would have 
us believe Secretary Rusk's words are 
untrue, and that the conflict in South 
Vietnam is nothing more than a civil war 
between factions of South Vietnamese. 
Regrettably, many of the domestic op
ponents of President Johnson's Asian 
policies have echoed this contention and 
have accused us of meddling in the in
ternal affairs of another country. 

The charge that what is taking place 
in South Vietnam is a civil war, however, 
is not substantiated by the available in
formation. The Government in Saigon 
and our Government are in possession of 
a large mass of evidence from many 
sources which plainly indicates that 
North Vietnam is directing the war from 
Hanoi. Its commands are channeled 
through its military and political cadres 
in South Vietnam. Most of the weapons 
used by the Vietcong have been supplied 
by the North. 

The so-called national liberation front 
is a child of Hanoi. Its member orga
nizations are mostly shadows without 
substance. rts leaders are without polit
ical stature, and most of them are un
known in the South. ·Dr. Robert 
Scalapino of the University of Cali
fornia, who has long studied the prob
lems of southeast Asia, said in May of 
this year that-

The real leaders of the Vietcong are, and 
always have been • • • members of the 
Communist Party-and that party has Hanoi 
as its headquarters now as in the past. 

The South Vietnamese people, who 
have had long and bitter experience with 
the Communists, know these facts. But 
few foreigners do, and this is an ad
vantage Hanoi and Peiping have been 
exploiting to the utmost in their political 
and propaganda activities. 

Mr. President, the critics of our actions 
in Vietnam have raised one point that 
is the legitimate concern of every respon
sible American. It is the question of 
whether a war being waged in a tiny, 
far-off country will expand into a con
flagration that will sweep the earth. For 
while the course of our involvement in 
southeast Asia has remained constant, 
its scale has become ·greatly enlarged 
as we have moved to meet the increase 
of Communist activity. Early this year, 
for instance, the administration began 
a carefully controlled series of bombing 
raids on targets of military value in 
North Vietnam. 

The United States has repeatedly de
clared that we do not seek to destroy 
cities or the civilian population of the 
North. 

What we do expect to accomplish 
through these air attacks was set forth 
by Ambassador Maxwell Taylor, our 
former Ambassador in Saigon, in an 
August 16 television interview. He made 
three major points: 

First. To give the South Vietnamese 
people the sense of being able to strike 
back for the first time against the source 
of all their evils, North Vietnam. 

Second. To reduce infiltration. 
Third. To remind the Communists in 

Hanoi that unless they cease their ag-

gression they will have to pay an ever
higher price for their actions. 

No one can accurately predict when 
our soundly balanced strategy of air and 
ground military activity, logistical sup
port, and political flexibility will yield 
concrete results, but yield them it will. 

While no one can contend that the 
road ahead in Vietnam is short or easy, 
or that great dangers do not exist, the 
possibility of an eventual settlement 
seems nearer. 

The propaganda of Hanoi and the N a
tiona! Liberation Front has moved away 
from the flat demand that U.S. Armed 
Forces get out of South Vietnam, and 
now we are hearing carefully worded 
·suggestions that a token force of Ameri
can troops might remain in South Viet
nam while discussions were undertaken. 

The Communists still insist on the fic
tion, however, that the National Libera
tion Front must represent South Viet
nam in any peace talks, which is com
parable to insisting that the American 
Communist Party represent the United 
States in some hypothetical negotiation 
with Communist nations. 

Meanwhile, the monsoon season in 
Southeast Asia is drawing to a close, and 
the Vietcong and their North Vietnamese 
masters are no nearer to victory than 
when their latest offensive began in late 
May. This is not to say that the teeth 
of the Communists have been pulled, but 
American-led forces have dealt them 
some serious blows in recent weeks. We 
have bombed within 17 miles of the Red 
Chinese border. In addition we have 
demonstrated very forcibly to Hanoi that 
we can wipe out their rail and supply 
lines with ease. 

The latest news reports filed from 
Saigon indicate that, as their frustra
tions on the battlefield mount, the Viet
cong are turning more and more to meth
ods of brutal terrorism in their drive for 
conquest. 

Mr. President, the possibility of direct 
Chinese intervention in the struggle in 
Vietnam is another question which has 
been raised as a result of our stepped-up 
military support for Saigon. 

Both former Ambassador Taylor and 
Gen. Earle G. Wheeler, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, believe that such 
action by Communist China is unlikely 
as long as that nation is not attacked. 
Many others agree. 

For, no matter how belligerent the tone 
of the Chinese, they are fully aware of 
the fact that they would not enter a con
test with the United States in southeast 
Asia on terms to their advantage. The 
Red Chinese know we are fully prepared 
militarily; that they would have to fight 
in an area exposed to effective U.S. air
power; and that there is a very real pos
sibility that Soviet Russia would remain 
neutral in such a struggle. 

Perhaps most significantly, neither the 
Chinese nor the North Vietnamese want 
to completely puncture the myth-al
ready full of obvious holes--that the war 
in Vietnam is a civil war, a war, to use 
the Communist term, of national libera
tion. 

Mr. President, there can be no easy 
way out of the situation in Vietnam. 
There are no cheap or quick solutions to 
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a problem that has been with us for 11 
years and that has occupied the energies 
of 3 Presidents. 

But, I am confident that our policies 
which have been so carefully worked out 
and tested in the crucible of war have 
stood the test of time and, in the long 
run, will prove successful. 

The American people, all people, want 
peace but not at the price of surrender to 
aggression. We have learned from hard 
and costly experience that peace With
out honor, peace without proper safe
guards, peace "at any price," is merely 
the prelude to mounting aggression and 
bloody, costly war. 

In his July 28 press conference, Presi
dent Johnson said: 

We are in Vietnam to fulfill one of the 
most solemn pledges of the Affierican Nation. 
Three Presidents-President Eisenhower, 
President Kennedy, and your present Presi
dent--over 11 years have committed them
selves and have promised to help 'defend this 
small and valiant Nation. 

Strengthened by that purpose, the people 
of South Vietnam have fought for many long 
years. Thousands of them have died. Thou
sands more have been crippled and scarred 
by war. We just cannot now dishonor our 
word, or abandon our commitment, or leave 
those who believed us and who trusted us 
to the terror and repression and murder that 
would follow. 

This, then, my fellow Americans, is why we 
are in Vietnam. 

I am convinced that we can do no less 
than the President has pledged we 
will do. 

WHEAT SHIPMENTS TO RUSSIA IN 
U.S. SHIPS 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, the Executive order providing 
that 50 percent of all wheat shipped to 
Russia and Russian-bloc countries must 
be carried in U.S. bottoms represents a 
serious problem to the wheat industry 
of this Nation. No such provision ap
plies to any other farm commodity or 
even industrial goods except for those 
that are declared strategic war mate
rials. 

From the days of the Pilgrims the u.s. 
wheat producers have had to depend on 
foreign markets for a large part of its 
production and currently far more than 
50 percent. Even with greatly curtailed 
acreage through Government programs 
we still have a sizable surplus of wheat. 
This means that there is no other way 
for wheat farmers to survive without a 
farm price support program. 

There would be little need of any price 
support program for wheat if we were 
not blocked out of the big dollar mar
kets of the world as is .now the case. The 
Fargo Forum of Fargo, N. Dak., under 
date of September 10, 1965, has a very 
appropriate editorial dealing with this 
subject which I ask unanimous consent 
to have inserted as a part of my remarks, 
and also a column by Richard Wilson 
appearing in the Wednesday, September 
8, 1965, issue of the Evening Star en
titled "Union Snaffles Wheat-Sale 
Hopes." Both of these in a very factual 
way set forth the problem all this pre
sents, not only to the wheat industry, 
but to the entire Nation. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
and article were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: · 
(From the Fargo (N. Dak) Forum, Sept. 10, 

1965) 
MARITIME UNIONS PREVENT U.S. WHEAT . 

FARMERS FROM SELLING ON WORLD MARKET 
Once again the American maritime unions, 

notably leftwing in their thinking, and the 
ultraconservative wing of American political 
thought are working together to deprive the 
U.S. wheat farmer of a chance to sell his 
product on the world market. 

They are adamant against letting Ameri
can grain interests sell wheat to the East 
European nations, including Russia, unless 
50 percent of the exports are shi.pped in 
American-flag vessels. 

Cargo rates in American-flag vessels are 
higher than rates offered by foreign vessels, 
and this requirement has the effect of rais
ing the cost of American wheat by at least 
10 to 15 cents a bushel. So Russia and its 
·allies buy wheat from Canada for gold. 
Canadian farmers are being urged to raise 
all the wheat they can, while the U.S. Con
gress debates a farm bill that is intended to 
continue controls over American wheat pro
duction in an effort to keep our surplus pro
duction from · overflowing our storage bins. 

Even if President Johnson or the Congress 
lifted the requirement for shipping half the 
wheat sold to Eastern Europe in American
flag vessels, there is considerable doubt that 
U.S. maritime workers would load the wheat. 

Victor Riesel, a labor news reporter-col
umnist, recently interviewed Teddy Gleason, 
leader of 60,000 longshoremen. Gleason said 
it would take the U.S. Marines to get grain 
loaded onto any ship, American or foreign, in 
any U.S. port if U.S. shippers did not get 
half the business. 

Riesel added: "And unless Gleason's fol
lowers load that grain, it won't get into the 
cargo holds. If the marines handle it, the 
American ships won't sail because their 
crews belong to Paul Hall's militant Sea
farers, or the National Maritime Union. I! 
the Government mans the ships, the marine 
engineers will strike again." 

So labor won't let the American farmer 
enter the world wheat market without put
ting out its fist first and demanding a cut. 
And the same labor organizations-through 
their Congressman-are the first to complain 
about the high cost of farm subsidies which 
are intended only to give the farmer a fair 
return for his product. 

The maritime blockade against the farmer 
makes a mockery of the Great Lakes seaway 
which gave the Great Plains farmer an outlet 
to the world markets. 

[From the Washington, D.C., Evening Star, 
Sept. 8, 1965] 

UNION SNAFFLES WHEAT-SALE HOPES 
(By Richard Wilson) 

A labor union is successfully thwarting 
a major foreign policy thrust of the U.S. 
Government. This ludicrous situation il
lustrates to what lengths labor union tyran
ny can be carried. 

But the fault lies not alone with the 
union; it also rests on an administration in 
Washington that will permit itself to be 
so intimidated. 

The union involved is the militant left
wing Maritime Union, backed up by George 
Meany, president of AFL-CIO. The issue is 

. sales of American surplus wheat to the So
viet Union. But far more is involved than 
merely unloading American farm surpluses. 

Communism's great. failure is its inability 
everywhere, in China and Cuba as well as the 
Soviet Union, to organize agricultural pro
duction to feed properly an industrialized 
society. It is a glaring failure of State so
cialism. known to all the important people 
of the world and thus is a continuous ques-

tion mark behind the effectiveness of the 
Communist system. Moreover the problem 
of agricultural production is the chief prob
lem of every emerging nation of the world, 
from Vietnam to Tanzania. 

The Soviet Union is undergoing the hu
m111ating experience of scrambling in the 
world market for wheat to feed the industrial 
sector of her society because her farm tech
nology is hopelessly fouled lJ.P under Socialist 
direction and cannot stand the slightest ad
versity in crop-growing weather. 

Imagine the great pla;nners of the a-bun
dant •society in Moscow, that society that. 
would leave the United States far behind in 
material progress, having to go halt-in-hand 
to Ottawa and Canberra seeking enough 
wheat to avoid bread riots in Sverdlovsk. 

But the Moscow bargainers will accept only 
so much humiliation, and they balk at buy
ing American wheat that they can't brtng into 
their own ports in shipping of their own 
choosing. This is the point at which the 
Maritime Union has thwarted a U.S. policy 
of getting rid of American surplus wheat. 
while at the same time focusing a glaring: 
light on the failure of Socialist planning. 

The union forced President Kennedy to 
impose the requirement that 50 percent o:r 
any wheat sold to the Russians must be· 
transported in American vessels so as to pro
vide employment for American seamen, the· 
highest paid in the world. 

Since American shipping costs are about~ 
40-percent higher than those of other coun-· 
tries, the requirement has a very discourag
ing effect on Russian purchases. Russians• 
get their wheat elsewhere when they can,. 
from Canada, Argentina, Australia, and: 
France. 

In practice, all that the 50-percent re
quirement has done is discourage any ship
ments of American wheat to the Soviet; 
Union, and that reduces maritime employ
ment rather than increases it. The oppor-
tunity to get rid of many m1111ons of bushels: 
of American wheat is lost, but the Soviet: 
Union is little the worse for it. 

Behind the scenes, Vice President HUBERT' 
H. HuMPHREY has been urging Presiden-t 
Johnson to lift the 50-percent requirement. 
HUMPHREY is reflecting the desires of the 
·grain trade and grain farmers in his home 
State of Minnesota. It is ironic that con
gressionaJ and public support has swung in 
favor of the practicalities of trading with 
the Russians, but that the rightwing po
litical organizations and the leftwing Mari
time Union join in blocking it. 

Meany's opposition is notable only for its 
adamancy. He seems wholly under the in
fluence of his adviser, Jay Lovestone·, a re
canted U.S. Communist Party official, who 
has reacted so strongly . against his former 
associations that he wants no truck wit~ 
the Communist world at all. 

Johnson has hung back, apparently fear
ing that if he lifts the 50-percent require
ment dock workers will refuse to load the 
ships, as they did in 1964. To enforce his 
policy he might have to call out Federal 
troops. That would be a politically exploit
able contradiction: Paratroopers loading 
wheat for the Russians while the Air Force 
bombs Russian-manned missile sites in Viet
nam. 

Informed officials here .are forecasting that 
in 6 months or so the conditions may have 
been created for breaking the Maritime 
Union tyranny. Why not now? 

DEATH OF DR. MORTIMER TAUBE 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, one of 

the most beloved citizens of Montgom
ery County, Md., passed away last week. 

Dr. Mortimer Taube was an outstand
ing civic leader, a remarkable business
man and an extraordinarily learned and 
sensitive human being. 
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Long active in civic affairs, Dr. ·Taube 
served during the past 2 years as chair
man ·of the United Givers Fund for 
Montgomery County. 

A specialist in the field of informa
tion theory, Dr. Taube had organized 
Documentation, Inc., in 1951 with three 
employees. The firm now employs more 
'than 700 persons and is the world's larg
est aerospace information center, run
ning the scientific and technical in
formation service for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 

Although his firm worked chiefly with 
.computer-stored information, Dr. Taube 
vigorously opposed the overcomputori
zation of modern life. His book, "Com
puters and Commonsense," published in 
1961, emphasized his admonition that 
computers cannot think. 

A philosopher by training, Dr. Taube 
studied at Harvard during the 1930's 
under Alfred North Whitehead. He 
received a doctorate in philosophy in 
1935 from the University of California. 

Last year, he served as an adjunct 
professor at the Columbia University 
School of Library Science, flying to New 
York once a week to teach a course on 
modern methods of information gather
ing. 

At the time of his death, he was work
ing on a book to be called "Philosophy 
for Philistines." 

Dr. Taube's death, at age 55, came as 
a deep shock to me and to all who knew 
and loved him. 

I ask unanimous consent that an edi
torial from the Montgomery County 
Sentinel of September 9 be inserted in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
.as follows: 
[From the Montgomery County Sentinel, 

Sept.9, 1965] 
DR. MORTIMER TAUBE 

Dr. Mortimer Taube is dead and his pass
ing is a grievous loss to the Montgomery 
Cou:qty community. 

A man of many interests-he was a philos
opher, astute businessman, sportsman, scien
tist, author, teacher, music lover, art col
lector-he had a fine mind and boundless 
energy and enthusiasm. Like many men of 
notable achievement, he needed--or 
wanted-little sleep. Like Robert Frost he 
felt he had many miles to travel before he 
slept. And promises to keep. His prema
ture death at the age of only 55 is tragic 
indeed. 

Typical of men of his caliber he was genu
inely concerned about his community. And 
typical of the man he didn't scatter his shots. 
The single institution that performs best for 
the community's less fortunate is United 
Givers Fund, raising huge sums of money 
for social welfare agencies that relieve enor
mous distress and soften tragedy. Dr. Taube 
served as chairman of last year's UGF drive 
in the county and when he died he had ac
cepted the chairmanship of this year's drive 
and was, despite the heavy demands on his 
time, already throwing himself into this 
most worthwhile community endeavor. 

Four days before his death he sent a letter 
to all leading business firms in Montgomery 
County announcing a meeting in his omce at 
which he wanted to discuss "how best we 
can jointly assume the responsib111ty which 
faces us." 

We can think of no more fitting tribute 
-to his memory than for the community to 

give to this year's UGF fund drive in his 
name. He would be pleased. 

There are too few Dr. Mortimer Taubes in 
the world and their departure creates a great 
void. The sympathies of the entire Mont
gomery County community go out to his 
family. It is our loss, too. 

JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION SUP
PORTED SUBSTANTIALLY ON 
VIETNAM POLICIES AND TACTICS 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, it is 

gratifying to read newspaper accounts 
of Louis Harris polls, as published Sun
day and today in the Washington Post, 
under the encouraging headlines, "Sup
port Solidifying for Johnson Course in 
Vietnam Crisis," and "Administration 
Backed on Tactics in Vietnam." 

I commend the President of the United 
States and continue to support his Viet
nam policies. As I stated in a speech at 
Ramage, W. Va., at a large family re
union event on August 22, 1965, an action 
such as that in which America is in
volved in Vietnam is not acclaimed in 
the ordinary sense of popularity. Who 
would expect such circumstances to be 
popular? But the consensus of support 
for efforts there is overwhelming. Wide
spread knowledge exists in our country 
that it is necessary for the United States 
and other anti-Communist nations to 
draw the line there against Communistic 
aggression, expansion, and infiltration. 
We .must blunt the Communist drive in 
Vietnam and convince the Reds that they 
should negotiate a peaceful settlement. 

In comments on our involvement in 
Vietnam, I also declared, and I reem
phasize today, that we are not going it 
alone in Vietnam, as some citizens would 
have other citizens believe. And we are 
not prosecuting an aggrandizing offen
sive against a small country. We are in 
a complex effort--even more so than in 
Korea. But that root fact is that we are 
assisting South Vietnam, with more than 
three dozen other allied countries, in an 
effort to contain communism in south
east Asia and thereby stabilize the tenu
ous peace. 

Although we are in a form of war on 
a small front in a faraway land on a 
limited basis, we continue as a Nation to 
experience a relatively peaceful life in
stead of the disaster of a major holocaust 
and instead of rapid Communistic ex
pansion. 

The satisfaction which comes from 
peace, even in the relative sense, and 
from prosperity at home in the factual 
sense, will not be ours for long, however, 
unless we continue with vigor to prose
cute our efforts in Vietnam. 

I repeat: We do have allies there-
more than 36 of them-in addition to the 
Republic of South Vietnam. Their num
bers and contributions to the flght 
against the Vietcong and the North Viet
namese Communists will grow until the 
Reds are convinced they cannot conquer 
or take over in that distant but vital area. 
They must be convinced that peace is 
the only real solution. 

For us to abandon the effort and pull 
out, as some citizens counsel, would be an 
invitation to the communistic hordes to 

swarm over all of southeast Asia-and 
then over all of Asia-and to break loose 
aggressively and insidiously in many 
other parts of the world. Where can we 
draw the line against the Communists 
better than in Vietnam? 

We must and we will hold on the Viet
namese line. Otherwise, we will be fac
ing peril and possibly will be forced to 
fight a larger war on a much closer front. 
In strength we will find peace. If we 
weaken, the future of our country will be 
insecure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD ar
ticles from the Washington Post of Sun
day, September 12, 1965, "The Harris 
Survey-Support Solidifying for John
son Course in Vietnam Crisis," and Mon
day, September 13, 1965, "The Harris 
Survey-Administration Backed on Tac
tics in Vietnam," and I ask unanimous 
consent, also, to have printed in the REc
ORD the text of an address I delivered in 
Parkersburg, W. Va., August 7, 1965, on 
the subject. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 12, 1965) 
THE HARRIS SuRVEY-SUPPORT SoLIDIFYING 

FOR JOHNSON COURSE IN VIETNAM CRISIS 

(By Louis Harris) 
President Johnson today has more solid 

support for his policies in Vietnam-66 per
cent of the public-than at any other time 
since. the fighting began to escalate in Feb
ruary. Opposition to U.S. involvement in 
the war appears to be fading, while public 
opinion behind a firm military posture is 
very substantial. 

The American people apparently have 
passed an important threshold in their 
thinking about Vietnam. Only a relatively 
small Ininority any longer expect a quick set
tlement of the war. More than twice as 
many, in fact a majority of the public, believe 
that the Vietnam fighting will go on for sev
eral years. 

It is now clear that as concern over the 
war in Asia has mounted.-73 percent say 
they think about it often and 61 percent feel 
personally affected. by it-most Americans 
have concluded that the failure of the United 
States to stand firm in Vietnam would lead 
to even deeper trouble for the free world 
later on. 

On five occasions this year, the Harris Sur
vey has asked cross sections of the public: 

"How would you rate the job President 
Johnson has been doing in handling the war 
in Vietnam--excelhmt, pretty good, only 
fair, or poor?" 

L .B.J. handling of war 
[In percent] 

Excellent- Only fair-

September __ --- ---------------
1uly ---- -- --------------------
May_--- -------- --------------M arch __ -- ----- -_____ ___ ___ __ _ 
January-- ------------------ -__ 

pretty poor 
good 

66 
65 
57 
60 
41 

34 
35 
43 
40 
59 

From the essentially negative feelings of 
last January, public opinion has shifted 
sharply. Furthermore, there is a growing 
firmness about the course the American peo
ple want to see followed in Vietnam. The 
public was asked in May, July, and again in 
this latest survey: 

"What course do you feel the United States 
should follow in the Vietnam fighting--carry 
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the ground fighting to North Vietnam, at the 
risk of bringing Red China into the war, ne
gotiate a settlement, or hold the line to keep 
the Communists from taking over South 
Vietnam?" 

[In percent] 

Sept. July May 

Hold the line _______ ___ ____ __ _ 
Negotiate ___ -- --------- ------
Carry the war north __ -------

49 
25 
26 

45 
30 
25 

42 
36 
22 

In order to test just how solidly people are 
willing to hold to their positions about the 
Vietnam war, a series of statements was pre
sented to people who professed to hold each 
point of view. After each statement was 
read, each person was then asked if he would 
still agree with his stated position. The re
sults are particularly revealing. 

All of the 25 percent of the publlc who 
want to carry the war to North Vietnam are 
w1111ng to see this done even if it means the 
Government would have to reimpose the 
taxes that were reduced last year. Ninety
five percent of this group feel the war should 
be carried to the North even if it means that 
the United States would become involved in 
an Asian land war with casual ties as great 
as in Korea or if it means that Russia and 
China join forces with North Vietnam. 
Ninety-two percent of this group favor 
carrying the war to the North even if it 
means we would ultimately have to use atom 
bombs on the Chinese mainland. 

The bulk of Americans-the 49 percent 
who want to hold the line in South Viet
nam-feel almost as strongly about that 
view. Ninety-five percent of them say they 
are willing to give up last year's tax cut to 
maintain that position. Seventy-three per
cent say they are for holding the line even if 
it means a land war as in Korea. Sixty-nine 
percent say they are for holding the line even 
if it means Russia and China join with 
North Vietnam. And 58 percent are for 
staying in South Vietnam even if it means 
the eventual use of atom bombs against 
China. 

In sharp contrast, the 25 percent of the 
public who want to end the fighting in Viet
nam with the best settlement we can get is 
far less solld in its views. Seventy percent 
of these people say they would change their 
minds about our course in Vietnam if it 
means that Communists would use similar 
tactics on other continents. Almost two
thirds say they would change their minds if 
negotiating our way out of Vietnam means 
that the Communists would take over all of 
southeast Asia or that Americans would be 
fighting against Communist wars of libera
tion in other places in the next 15 years. 

Thus, it is clear that some of the possible 
consequences of pull1ng out of Vietnam now 
are unacceptable even to those who belleve 
President Johnson is pursuing the wrong 
policy there. 

In fact, when public opinion about Viet
nam is assessed in the light of these probes, 
it is perfectly apparent that the American 
people are nearly 70-30 behind the proposi
tion that Vietnam should be the ground on 
which the United States should take its 
stand against communism in Asia. 

There is llttle doubt now that most Ameri
cans appear ready for a long haul in Vietnam, 
as distasteful as the sacrifice and suffering 
might be. This was evident in the replles 
to another question: 

"Do you feel the war in Vietnam will now 
last several years, or do you feel it is likely 
to be settled soon?" 

Percent 
Several years ___________________________ 54 
Settled soon ____________________________ 24 
Not sure _______________________________ 22 

[From the Wa$hington Post, Sept. 13, 1965] 
THE HARRIS SURVEY-ADMINISTRATION BACKED 

ON TACTICS IN VIETNAM 
(By Louis Harris) 

As reported yesterday, the American pub
lic is now solidly behind the present U.S. 
policy to do everything possible to prevent a 
Communist takeover in South Vietnam. On 
most questions o:t: specific mi1ita.ry and polit
ioal tactics in the war there, people in this 
country also tend to back the decisions made 
in Washington. 

There are, however, two important excep
tions. By a 3-to-2 margin, the public would 
like to see the United Nations take over the 
defense of South Vietnam as it did in Korea 
in the early 1950's. And by a 5-to-4 margin, 
the public favors imposing a naval and air 
blockade on .the ports of North Vietnam. 

The Johnson administration has not used 
a blockade, and the United Nations is not 
involved in the defense of South Vietnam. 

On other important tactical points, how
ever, key decisions made by Washington re
ceive strong support. For example 2 out of 
every 3 Americans who have an opinion on 
the issue oppose bombing Hanoi, the capital 
of North Vietnam, despite some demands in 
this country ·that such attacks be carried 
out. By 5 to 1, the public also supports the 
refusal of the administration to use tactical 
atomic ground weapons or to bomb the main
land of China. And the $1 billion economic 
assistance program Mr. Johnson pledged for 
all of southeast Asia if the war in Vietnam 
were to end meets with better than 2-to-1 
public acceptance among a cross section of 
the adult public. 

KEY VIETNAM POLICIES 
"I want to read off to you a number of 

positions the Johnson administration has 
taken on Vietnam. For each, I wish you 
would tell me if you think the administra
tion is more right or more wrong." 

[In percent] 

More More Not 
right wrong sure 

- - - ------ - ---------
Not using tactical atomic ground 67 14 19 weapons ___________ ______________ 
Not bombing the China mainland __ 65 13 22 
Pledging $1,000,000,000 to southeast 

Asia if war ends __ --- --- --------- 48 22 30 Not bombing Hanoi__ ______ _______ 47 20 33 
Not blockading North Vietnam 

ports . __________ -- -- -- ------- - ___ 31 
Not asking United Nations to take 

38 31 

over defense of South Vietnam __ 29. 42 29 

It is significant that even people who say 
they want to escalate the ground war by 
carrying it to North Vietnam oppose the use 
of tactical atomic weapons and the exten
sion of air strikes to China. This group 
would likewise favor the United Nations' 
taking over the m111tary direction of the war 
in Vietnam. 

On the question of bombing Hanoi or im
posing a blockade on North Vietnamese ports, 
there are sharp divisions according to peo
ple's general views on overall strategy. 

Bombi.ng Hanoi 

[In percent] 

Favor Oppose Not 
bomb- bomb- sure 

ing ing 
------------1------
Nationwide ---------------------- 20 47 33 
By attitude toward war: 

Carry to North Vietnam on 
ground __ __ ------------------- 48 28 24 Hold line __ _____________________ 14 62 24 

Negotiate best we can __________ 13 52 35 

Blockading North Vietnam ports 

[In percent] 

Favor Oppose Not 
bomb- bomb- sure 

ing ing 
- - ·------- ----1--- ----
Nationwide _______ _________ __ ____ 38 31 31 

By attitude toward war: 
Carry to North Vietnam. ______ 64 18 18 Hold line ___ ___ ___________ ______ 39 38 23 
Negotiate best we can __________ 25 

By 1964 vote: 
40 35 

Goldwater voters _______________ 45 23 32 
Johnson voters._--------------- 36 

By sex: 
35 29 

Iv!en __ - - ---------- --- -- --- - --- - 46 31 23 
Women. ___ --- ---------------- - 30 31 39 

In the case of both issues, the balance of 
power is clearly held by the group who would 
like to hold the line in South Vietnam. 
The hold-the-liners are overwhelmingly op
posed to bombing Hanoi but tend by a nar
row margin to favor a blockade. 

It is interesting to note that the peo
ple who voted for Barry Goldwater in 1964 
are heavily in favor of the blockade, while 
Johnson voters are split down the middle. 
This, of course, bears out a division that 
emerged in the 1964 election itself. 

When asked if they feel Mr. Johnson's 
position on Vietnam now is more like Gold
water's than it was a year ago, or is it still 
very different, Goldwater backers by nearly 
2 to 1 think the President has come over to 
the former Republican Senator's views. But 
those who voted for President Johnson last 
year feel just as decisively that this is not 
the case. 

CURBING CoMMUNISTIC EXPANSION AND AG
GRESSION 

(Speech by Senator JENNINGS RANDOLPH, of 
West Virginia, at Parkersburg, W. Va., 
August 7, 1965) 
Today, as never before, the American prop

osition of the dignity of freemen is threat
ened by an implacable, ruthless and re
sourceful enemy. In 48 years, international 
communism has grown from a handful of 
theorists and revolutionaries to a power 
which now rigidly controls one-third of 
mankind and has penetrated in varying de
grees the remaining two-thirds. 

In southeast Asia, in the Middle East, in 
Africa, and in Latin America, communism 
has made significant inroads in the past 20 
years--and not by military means alone, but 
by exploiting the tensions of the newly inde
pendent societies and by holding forth a 
false but appealing vision of a new life. 

This is a time for our rededication to the 
ideals for which the American struggle for 
independence was fought, and for dedication 
to the right of all men and women to share 
tn those ideals. 

Though we are locked in a struggle for 
which we can see no early end, we must 
not allow ourselves to be stampeded by 
alarmist cries of impending doom. Rather. 
let us continue in patience and intelligent 
determination to seek the grounds for a 
just and enduring peace and the mainte
nance of individual liberty. 

I believe it is time to ask a truly pertinent 
question, and it is this--What kind of a 
world would we now have if, in the last 20 
years, the several COinmunist aggressions, 
wars of liberation, and involvement in the 
affairs of others had not been met? 

This a fair inquiry at a time when the 
Communists are berating this country as 
imperialistic and when a number of our 
fellow countrymen-not excepting segments 
of the press---seem to feel uneasy because 
the United States has acted . forthrightly in 
a time of international crisis. 
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In answering the question each individual 

must consider the Soviet record particUlarly 
and the Communist record in general. 

In the years since the end of World War II 
it has been necessary for the United States 
and the free world to meet and counter sub
versions and aggressions in Iran, Greece, 
Turkey, Berlin, the Philippines, Korea, 
Lebanon, CUba, the Dominican Republic, 
and now in southeast Asia. 

It will be recalled that scarcely had Japan 
surrendered before the Soviets, by infiltra
tion and assistance to a local Communist 
group, had set up an independent govern
ment in a province of Iran. The United 
States strongly protested and placed the 
issue before the newly created United Na
tions. Our country's position was clear. If 
the United Nations had been defied there 
likely would have been direct United States 
action, I believe. All signs pointed in that 
direction, but the Russians deliberated and 
then reluctantly withdrew from that Com
munist excursion into the Iranian province. 
Had the Red aggression not been met, the 
Soviets soon would have taken over all of 
Iran, and it seems to be a proper assumption 
that within a year thereafter all of the 
rich Middle East would have been occupied 
or controlled by the Communists. 

It is pertinent to cite that Winston 
Churchill, in 1947, said that only U.S. posses
sion of the atomic bomb had stood between 
the Soviets and a takeover of Europe. 

Collaterally, there were developed the 
Truman doctrine and the Marshall plan. 

The Truman Doctrine was enforced to save 
Greece and Turkey, even though in Greece 
the Communists• forces reached the suburbs 
of Athens. Turkey, in political chaos and 
near bankruptcy, was on the verge of cap
ture by the Communists when the United 
States intervened. United States and free 
world actions in Greece and Turkey imme
diately following World War II were direct 
and decisive. 

Application of the Marshall plan in an
other action of the post-World War II pe
riod saved Italy and France from chaos and 
communism. 

Later came the Berlin blockade by the 
Soviets. This was an attempt to drive the 
United States and our allies out of Berlin. 
But the successfully accomplished airlift 
by the United States thwarted that Com
munist scheme. 

We recall that for a number of months 
that city of several million persons was sup
plied with food, coal, and clothing only be
cause of the airlifting of those necessities on 
an around-the-clock basis. lt was a de
termined, but hazardous mission on the pa.>rt 
of our country; it succeeded without pro
voking hostilities and was a stabilizer of the 
tenuous peace experienced in the midst 0'! 
the cold war. 

Then, too, at the close of World War II 
there was a large Communist force (the 
Huks) in the Philippines receiving Soviet 
assistance. The Huks a-ttempted to over
thr:ow the established government through 
guerrilla action. The same pattern was at
tempted by the Communists in Malaya. 
And, of course, we are aware that a Soviet 
and Red Chinese supported North Korean 
army, violating agreements, made a surprise 
strike into South Korea in the spring of 1950. 
In the early weeks of tha.t Communist ag
gression, the invade·rs from Red-held terri
tory nearly succeeded in their takeover mis
sion. We recall that this communistic ef
fort brought the United Nations into action 
on land, sea, and in the air-with the United 
States supplying the major forces , but with 
allies assisting. Total casualties on the U.N. 
side of that major and catastrophic armed 
confrontation with the Communists reached 
160,000 before the Red excursion was halted. 

It was in the first administration of Pres
ident Eisenhower that the Korean afl'air was 

arrested, but it was also during the Eisen
hower years that this country became in
volved in southeast Asia, including Laos and 
Vietnam. After 1954 the Russians and Red 
Chinese assisted in equipping and training 
the Vietcong Communist forces in Vietnam. 
Now, 12 years later, they continue to do so, 
and a treaty agreement was violated by 
North Vietnam and Russia in supporting 
this gueiTilla force of the Vietcong. 

To point out the wide dispersion of the 
Communist expansion activity, we recall also 
that in the Eisenhower years it was neces
sary to land troops from our U.S. forces in 
Lebanon to prevent a Communist coup in 
that country against a legitimately estab
lished government. 

It is fresh in our memories, of course, that 
the late President Kennedy's firm policies 
prevented the Soviets from arming Cuba to 
the hilt with missiles within close range of 
our country. 

Quick action by President Johnson earlier 
this year significantly prevented what could 
have been further take-over efl'orts in this 
hemisphere by the Communists in the Do
minican Republic. 

Had not the cited aggressions been met res
olutely by all four of our Presidents since 
World War II, the position of the United 
States and the whole Western World long 
ago would have become so unstable as to 
have brought freedom to the brink of doom 
and communism to the fore as the dominant 
world force. 

From the initial event in Iran to the pres
ent in southeast Asia, the Soviet record in 
the past score of years is one of gross inter
ference in the affairs of other countries. The 
bellicose Red Chinese have been participat
ing similarly and even more insidiously in re-
cent years. · 

Notwithstanding these citations from mod
ern history, we hear the United States arro
gantly accused from Moscow, Peiping, Ha
vana and Hanoi of having imperialistic de
signs and of interference in the afl'airs of 
other peoples. 

It is an even more saddening experience 
to read in segments of the press and to hear 
some of our own citizens-seemingly with
out any reference whatever to the Commu
nists' record of the past 2 decades-in ex
pressions of contempt and in utterances of 
confusion concerning the policies of this 
country and its leaders in time of crisis. 

I believe it remains clear that the aim of 
this Government continues to be the protect
ing of freedom and independence from Com
munist aggression without resort to general 
war. 

Following President Johnson's press con
ference and address to the Nation on the 
Vietnam crisis recently, the Washington Post 
commented editorially: 

"We do not see how Pres·ident Johnson 
could have explained the necessity of the 
United States course in Vietnam more ef
fectively than he did when he said: 

"If we are driven fr.om the fields in Viet
nam, then no nation can ever again have the 
same confidence in our promise of protec
tion. In each land the forces of independ
ence would be weakened. An Asia so threat
ened by Communist domination would im
peril the security of the United States it
self • • • 

"'We just cannot now dishonor our word 
or abandon our commitment or leave those 
who believed us and who trusted us to the 
terror and repression and murder that would 
follow. This, then, my fellow Americans, 
is why we are in the Vietnam.' 

"The President's reference to 'Asian com
munism' doubtless holds special significance. 
His exclusion of the Russians from his com
ments was an indirect appeal for Moscow's 
understanding of why we must do what we 
are doing. The Soviet Union shares at least 

some of the alarm in the West over t he 
openly belllgerent and recklessly aggressive 
course of Communist China and the North 
Vietnam Hanoi Government. President 
Johnson seemed to be saying to Moscow 
that the United States is doing everything 
possible to avoid a general war and that the 
two major nuclear powers have a common 
interest in not allowing this Asian Commu
nist brushfire to get out of hand for want 
of a rational confrontation at a conference 
table. 

"Within the United States, we surmise 
that the response to the President's speech 
will be overwhelmingly favorable . Despite 
the innate hatred of war, most of the people 
are aware of the kind of world we live in. 
They appear to be reconciled to a hard 
struggle in a far away land because of the 
close relation it has to the preservation of 
our own freedom • • • ." 

I agree completely with Max Freedman, 
whose views I summarize from a recent d is
cussion of "America's Stake in Vietnam" : 

"Whrut is at stake in Vietnam is not alone 
the noble but elusive concept of national 
honor but the stark imperatives of self
interest of the United States to have its 
word respected by every friend and feared 
by every foe. Without this respect the United 
States would be a hollow giant. With it, an d 
wi:thout self-righteousness, it can be a 
guardian of peace. For its pledges can never 
he recklessly given, but once given, they 
must be resolutely redeemed. Otherwise 
national honor would indeed be seriously 
compromised-and national safety too." 

There are those in this country who argue 
that what is happening in Vietnam is a civil 
war in which the United States has neither 
the right nor the interest to intervene. 
Whatever else may be said of this argument, 
it surely cannot be denied that it has not 
prevailed with three Presidents or with suc
cessive sessions of Congress. 

The national commitment has rested on 
the principle that Communist aggression and 
Communist subversion are in fact taking 
place in Vietnam. It rests on that principle 
today. 

What would happen if the United States 
abandoned that principle and retreated from 
its obligations? The results would not be 
limited to the loss of South Vietnam's free
dom and the cruel punishments exacted by 
Communist tyranny. The calamitous re
sults would be seen in a diminished respect 
for the stability of America's commitments 
and therefore in an increased threat to peace. 

For the lesson of Vietnam, in these tragic 
circumstances of evasion and betrayal and 
retreat, would not be that aggression and 
subversion never succeed. The grim ancL dan
gerous lesson would be that the United States 
always runs away when the going gets rough 
and abandons its friends in the time of chal
lenge. How could that lesson help the hopes 
of peace? 

Does it not appeal to commonsense to sug
gest that weakness and retreat by the 
United States in Vietnam would bring new 
threats to peace in other vulnerable areas? 

Rightly or wrongly, the United States for 
many years has made a test case out of 
Vietnam and now it must be tested, by it. 
National self-interest gives no other choice 
except at the cost of intolerable risks. 

This does not mean that the United States 
is committed to an endless land war in Asia. 
It does not mean that the United States 
wants to enlarge the war, to provoke China, 
or to widen the breach with Russia. 

The President's desire to seek peace even 
while refusing to yield to Communist pres
sure must be manifest now to everyone who 
has any respect for facts . He has rejected 
the extreme policies of some of his ad·visers 
in the hope that the Communists would 
come to t he conference table before the field 
of battle takes its frightful toll. But he 
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will do whatever is necessary to redeem 
America's pledge if Communist pressure con
tinues its ugly grip on South Vietnam. 

The argument there has been in the cold 
and inevitable terms of self-interest, not in 
the emotional terms of freedom. 

A ROUSING ROUNDUP 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, one of 

the most dramatic beatings of an old 
sword into a new plowshare has recently 
been completed in my State and the ex
perience has enriched everyone con
nected with the event. I refer to the 
1965 Senior Girl Scout Roundup held on 
the site of a one-time Navy training base 
at Farragut, Idaho. 

When it was learned that Idaho would 
play host to this outstanding gathering, 
huge bulldozers rolled into the former 
military installation which had been in 
long disuse on the shore of one of Amer
ica's most beautiful mountain lakes. 
The machines smashed flat the last 
vestiges of the barracks and other ma
chines, graded, and landscaped the area. 
Then there rose phoenix-like out of the 
debris of the old Navy base, a new tent 
city which eventually housed 10,000 girls 
and their counselors. Here the Girl 
Scouts came with their, "On the Trail 
to Tomorrow." 
. It was the free world's largest assem

bly of teenage girls: 9,000 Senior Girl 
Scouts, 2,000 leaders and administrative 
personnel, from all 50 States and though 
all-American in its spirit, universal 
enough to attract delegations of Girl 
Scouts from 40 foreign countries. 

On the Trail to Tomorrow these girls 
were welcomed by Idaho's four ages; the 
age of thousands, even millions, of years 
ago, in natural wonders which remain 
just as our ancestors saw them for the 
first time; the age of yesterday's Wild 
west; for Idaho is std11 only a little more 
than a human lifespan away from the 
Oregon Trail, the colorful gold rushes, 
and the thundering herds; the age of 
today where the best of modern prog
ress and comfort lives in strange close
ness with the past; and the age of to
morrow, for Idaho with its atomic in
stallations is already a vital part of nu
clear advancement and space explora-

. tion. 
We feel that Idaho provided a perfect 

setting for the Girl Scout Roundup. 
And there was a wonderful spirit of get
together about the entire event. Our 
Idaho Basque dancers performed. As 
the warmth of Idaho hospitality spread, 
the outreach of Girl Scout ideals was 
felt throughout Idaho, too. 

I am sure that our Girl Scout visitors 
are taking home a new and more active 
interest in everything American. As 
these girls depart upon the Trial to To
morrow, they have left us a memorable 
gift. Idaho is now not only more on the 
map than ever. Idaho now has a warmer 
place in the heart of every Srtate in our 
Union. 

To the largest group of visitors we ever 
ent erflained at one time we say, "Come 
back again, soon." 

NIKOLA PETKOV, BULGARIAN NA
TIONAL HERO AND GREATEST 
MARTYR IN THE STRUGGLE FOR 
FREEDOM AND INDEPENDENCE 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, Nikola 

Dimitrov Petkov was born in Sofia in 
1894. He was the son of Dimiter Petkov, 
a self-educated peasant from Dobrudja, 
who became Prime Minister of Bulgaria. 
Dimiter Petkov was assassinated in 1907 
for opposing foreign intervention in the 
internal affairs of Bulgaria, especially 
on the part of tsarist Russia. 

Petko Petkov, Nikola's brother, was 
one of the greatest Bulgarian peasant 
leaders. He fought Alexander Tzankov's 
fascist dictatorship of 1923 and as a re
sult was shot down on a Sofia street on 
June 14, 1924-exactly 1 year after the 
merciless assassination of Alexander 
Stamboliiski. 

Nikola Petkov received a law degree 
in Paris, where he spent most of his 
youth. During the Nazi occupation of 
Bulgaria he was an underground leader 
and was imprisoned several times. 

When the Nazis were driven out of 
Bulgaria, Nikola Petkov and three other 
representatives of the Bulgarian Na
tional Agrarian Union-the largest po
litical organization in Bulgaria-took 
part in the first coalition government, 
together with Communists, Socialists, 
:representatives of the political group 
"Zveno,"and the independent intellec
tuals. Together with Dr. G. M. Di
mitrov, Secretary General of the Bul
garian National Agrarian Union, Nikola 
Petkov fought stubbornly against Com
munist outrages, terror, and violence. 
and thus incurred the hatred of both the 
Communist Party and the Soviet occu
pation authorities. Despite these difii
culties, he continued to defend the free
dom and independence of his country. 

When the Soviet occupation authori
ties demanded the removal of the "cap
italist agent" Dr. G. M. Dimitrov from 
his post as Secretary General, Nikola 
Petkov took his place. 

In July 1945, Nikola Petkov sent a 
memorandum to the Inter-Allied Con
trol Commission demanding the post
ponement of the elections which the 
Communists had scheduled for the end 
of August 1945. These elections were to 
involve only one list of candidates, 
headed by the Communist Party. As a 
result of the memorandum, the Prime 
Minister declared that Petkov had re
signed, although formally he never did 
so. In protest, Nikola Petkov and other 
cabinet ministers broke up the coalition 
government, and thenceforth openly op
posed the Communist dictatorship. Up
on intervention or the Control Commis
sion, the elections were postponed uptil 

· November 18th, 1945. 
During the winter of 1946, Stalin sent 

Vishinsky to Sofia for the purpose of 
getting Petkov to come back into the 
government. At their dramatic meeting, 
Petkov declared that it was not his cus
tom to obey the orders of any foreigner, 
but to listen only to the will of the 
Bulgarian people. 

That meeting decided Petkov's fate. 

In October 1946, Petkov headed the 
opposition in its election campaign 
against the Communist-Soviet attempts 
to seize full control of the country. The 
enthusiastic people from the country
side and towns voted en masse for Pet
kov's list, but the election results were 
falsified and violence and bloodshed were 
commonplace. Nevertheless, 101 people's 
representatives headed by Petkov, were 
acknowledged to have been elected and 
triumphantly entered the Grand Na
tional Assembly. It was there that Pet
kov's most courageous and heroic strug
gle culminated. Availing himself of his 
constitutional immunity, he unmasked 
in Parliament the treacherous intentions 
of the Communist and their leader, 
Georgi Dimitrov, former Secretary-Gen
eral of the Comintern. He accused them 
of being Stalinist agents, and said that 
their hands were stained with the blood 
of innocent Bulgarians and that they 
wanted to make Bulgaria a Soviet 
province. 

As a result of his activity, Petkov was 
charged with conspiracy against the state 
and the Soviet Union. Like his predeces
sor, he was called an agent of Anglo
American capitalism. 

After dramatic and stormy debates in 
Parliament, Petkov was arrested inside 
the Parliament building in complete de
fiance of the Constitution and the law. 
Petkov declared dauntlessly that he 
would share with pride the fate of his 
father and his brother. 

On August 16 Petkov was sentenced 
to die on the gallows. 

Early in the morning of September 23, 
only 15 minutes after midnight, he was 
executed in secret because the Commu
nists feared the people's mass indigna
tion. At that time all executions took 
place about 5 o'clock in the morning. 

Prior to the execution a representative 
of thtJ Bulgarian Communist government 
appeared in Nikola Petkov's prison cell 
and offered him a pardon if he signed a 
petition in which he declared his repent
ance. 

Petkov replied. 
You are even trying to desecrate my sacred 

memory, my sentence was passed by your 
Moscow masters and no one can revoke it. 
I do not seek any mercy from you. I want 
to die so that my people may be freed 
sooner . 

The heroic example set by Nikola Pet
kov shook the free world and opened its 
eyes to the treacherous intentions and 
methods of the Bolshevist international 
conspiracy and the tragic fate which 
Soviet imperialism is preparing for all 
of humanity. 

Petkov's career was a brilliant model 
of self-sacrifices for his people, princi
ples, ideas, freedom and democracy. 
Thousands and thousands of Bulgarian 
patriots followed his great example. 

That is the reason why the American 
Congressmen who, upon the occasion of 
a visit to Bulgaria, laid a wreath on his 
freshly dug grave, called him one of 
the greatest democrats of all time. 

This is why government officials and 
statesmen from all over the world sent 
protest notes to his Sofia and Moscow 
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executioners, and honored and still con
tinue to honor, Nikola Petkov as one of 
the greatest martyrs of human freedom 
and the right to independence. 

With each elapsing year, the memory 
of Nikola Petkov is becoming a greater 
danger for the Communist tyranny, 
shaking its yoke and leading the free
dom fighters to their final victory. 

A GOOD THREE-MAN COMMISSION 
Mr. GROENING. Mr. President, the 

Anchorage News bestows well-deserved 
praise on a Government official who has 
served as chairman of the Temporary 
Claims Commission, which sought to 
achieve an equitable settlement between 
the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
State of Alaska. At issue was the prop
erty, equipment, :floating and otherwise, 
which in view of statehood and the as
sumption of many of the functions for
merly performed by the Federal agency, 
and now performed by the State's de
partment of fish and game, should have 
been transferred to the State. 

As the editorial makes clear, the com
mission acted with unprecedented effi
ciency and economy. But the editorial 
makes one regrettable omission. There 
were two other members on the commis
sion. They are entitled to share the 
credit for good performance with Mr. 
Ward. If statues are to be erected, there 
should be three of them. The other two 
members of the commission were Maurice 
Oaksmith, of Ketchikan, and W. C. Ar
nold, of Anchorage. They are to be 
commended no less than is Ray Ward. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial from the Anchorage Daily News 
of September 11, 1965, entitled "There 
Ought to Be a Statue," be printed at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Rt:coRn, 
as follows: 

THERE OUGHT To BE A STATUE 
There ought to be a statue--to Mr. Ray 

Ward, that is. To lovers of red tape, bureauc
racy, and fuddy-duddism, Ward's name must 
be like a dirty word. He is a traitor to his 
colleagues who believe every appropriation 
should be spent to the last penny. 

We all have read and heard how Govern
ment agencies, high and low, as fiscal periods 
come to a close hurry around thinking up 
things to buy lest they be caught with a sur
plus in their budgets. The word goes out 
from headquarters "you've got some money 
left, hurry up and spend it." 

Mr. Ward was Chairman of the Temporary 
Alaska Claims Commission, created in March 
1964 to aid in settling certain claims for 
equipment and property still dangling from 
the statehood transition period. Mr. Ward 
didn't even bother to have any official sta
tionery. In fact he didn't even have an 
office. 

Mr. Ward had a budget of $33,000 for his 
Commission and this scorner of big spending 
had the audacity to use only $5,354.02. The 
rest he returned to the Government. 

This most unusual turn of events caused 
Representative THOMAS CURTIS, of Missouri, 
to remark wryly, "It is an inefficient bureau
crat who can't spend $33,000 and come in for 
a supplemental or two and who cannot find 
many reasons to prolong life of a temporary 
assignment to approximate his own." Repre
sentative CuRTIS was referring to Mr. Ward's 
closing of his "office" forthwith when the last 
piece of goods was adjudicated. 

There ought to be more people like Mr. 
Ward. At least there ought to be a statue. 

TITLE VIDEX TELEVISION DEVICE 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, when the 

Gemini astronauts were picked up by 
the carrier Lake Champlain, still pic
tures of their arrival on the carrier were 
beamed instantaneously to millions of 
television viewers via a new process called 
Videx. This process, developed in Fort 
Wayne, Ind., by International Telephone 
& Telegraph Industrial Laboratories, 
made possible the graphic evidence of 
Astronauts Cooper and Conrad's physical 
health and vitality. 

This is not the first important con
tribution made by I'IT Industrial Labo
ratories in our space program. Several 
months ago an infrared sensor devel
oped by this company was responsible 
for producing the nighttime pictures of 
the earth from the Nimbus satellite. 

I would like to pay tribute to I'IT 
Lab's dynamic president, Dr. Robert 
Watson, and his skilled team who are 
making these important developments in 
Fort Wayne. 

The Videx process used in transmitting 
the astronauts' pictures has great prom
ise in many commercial and communi
cations applications and is lauded in an 
article appearing in the September 10, 
1965, issue of Time magazine. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

UP-TO-THE-MINUTE PICTURE 
Minutes after they reached the deck of the 

Lake Champlain, Astronauts Cooper and Con
rad were seen, bearded and siniling, on TV 
screens across the Nation. The images were 
not live TV pickups, which were not feasible 
due to technical difficulties. But they were 
the next best thing: still pictures trans
mitted almost instantly. 

At first the TV screen turned all grey. 
Then the image took shape, teasingly, as 

if appearing from behind a slow-parting cur
tain that moved from left to right. While 
faint beep-beep-beeps were heard in the 
background, the picture grew in a series of 
vertical lines. In less than a Ininute, the 
picture was whole. For the first time on 
network television, still photographs were 
transinitted by a process called Videx. 

Developed by International Telephone & 
Telegraph Corp., Videx is essentially an ad
aptation of the slow-scan process used in 
closed-circuit television and to send tele
vision pictures from space. 

A videcon tube, much like a standard TV 
camera tube, sees the picture or other photo
graphable object. The tube stores the image 
in the form of a pattern of varying intensities 
of light and dark. This pattern is then 
scanned by an electron beam, which registers 
the' value of the light intensities, from white 
to grey to black. The electronic signal is 
next transinitted by radio or ordinary tele
phone line to a receiving screen. 

TV carrneramen on the Lake Champlain used 
Polaroid cameras to snap the pictures that 
were scanned by Videx. Each picture was 
scanned for 40 seconds; each frame con
sisted of 400 vertical lines, compared with the 
525 horizontal lines of ordinary TV images. 
The pictures were transinitted by radio from 
the ship to Long Island, thence by telephone 
lines to Houston, where the TV networks were 
waiting with their receiving equipment. The 

beeping heard by the TV audience was the 
sound of the Videx signals. 

Unlike regular TV, Videx does not require 
line-of-sight transinission, and it uses more 
compact equipment than ordinary TV. 
Banks are already employing the system 
to flash check signatures from branches to 
the main office for verification. The U.S. 
Weather Bureau sends weather maps and 
charts by Videx. The Inilitary has it too, but 
keeps the secrecy lid on its use. 

CHINESE COMMUNIST APPROACH 
TO WORLD REVOLUTION 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, some crit
ics of our present course of action in 
southeast Asia say we are interfering in 
a civil war. 

They contend it is unrelated to the 
aggressive expansion of communism 
throughout the world. 

We are also told that communism has 
limited territorial aims. 

It is even said that communism's ter
ritorial expansionism is based upon legit
imate national aspirations. 

True to the quality of its past record, 
the journal Problems of Communism, in 
its July 1 August issue, has many articles 
of high scholarly excellence. I would 
like to call attention, in particular, to one 
article, "Maoism at Home and Abroad," 
by Tang Tsou and Morton H. Halperin. 

Mr. Tsou is associate professor of po
litical science at the University of Chi
cago and author of "America's Failure in 
China," 1963. Mr. Halperin is .assistant 
professor of government at Harvard Uni
versity and the author of "Limited War 
in the Nuclear Age," 1963, and "China 
and the Bomb," 1965. 

The theme of Professors Tsou's and 
Halperin's paper is that Mao's revolu
tionary strategy, developed and applied 
to the Chinese internal political-military 
struggle, is also "t:>elieved, by the Chinese 
Communist leadership, to be applicable 
not only to other countries, in the un
derdeveloped areas, but also to the world 
struggle between the Communist and 
anti-Communist camps. The article 
says: 

Several documents issued by the CCP in its 
dispute with the CPSU confirm that Mao is 
pursuing against the West a global, long
term strategy of encircling the developed 
areas from the underdeveloped areas, which 
amounts to an international projection of · 
his strategy of surrounding the cities from 
the countryside in the Chinese civil war. 

The findings of Professors Halperins' 
and Tsou's article, which came out in 
July, have been fully corroborated by the 
recent, revealing statement of Marshal 
Lin Piao, Chinese Communist defense 
minister. 

Marshal Lin Piao,_apparently speaking 
for the Chinese Communist hierarchy, 
explicitly states that Vietnam is a thea
ter of the world revolutionary struggle. 
He explains that world communism, as 
led by China, has adapted the model of 
the Chinese civil war for its goals in the 
international arena. 

He boasts in no uncertain terms that 
China is bent on shackling the world to 
her creed of communism. 

Mr. President, the article ''Maoism at 
Home and Abroad," is somewhat lengthy. 
However, because of the quality of the 
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research, the high regard in which the 
authors are held, and the importance of 
the subject, I ask unanimous consent 
that the full text of the article be in
serted in the REcoRD at this point. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
several articles from the Washington 
Post and the New York Times, which re
port and discuss the recent Chinese 
statements on world strategy, put into 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
{From Problems of Communism, July-August 

1965] 
MAOISM AT HOME AND ABROAD 

(By Tang Tsou and Morton H. Halperin) 
Despite its political implications, the ex

plosion on October 16, 1964, of Communist 
China's first atomic device, and of a second 
device (or possibly a bomb) on May 14, 1965, 
has not greatly altered China's military posi
tion vis-a-vis the West. By all standards 
except size and population, Communist 
China is still not a first-rate power; yet the 
fact is that she has proceeded to challenge-
simultaneously and from a position of rela
tive milita-ry and economic weakness-not 
just one but both of the world's superpowers, 
the United States and the Soviet Union. It 
is an equally undeniable fact that Peiping's 
success to date in this dual struggle, though 
limited and perhaps ·Only temporary, never
theless considerably exceeds what might have 
been anticipated on the sole basis of Com
munist China's military and economic 
strength. 

The contention of this paper is that an 
explanation of these two striking facts must 
be sought in the nature of the revolutionary 
strategy developed and applied by Mao in the 
Chinese internal political-military struggle, 
and in his belief that this same strategy can 
be applied not only to other individual coun
tries, particularly those in the underdevel
oped areas, but also to the world struggle 
between the Communist and anti-Commu
nist camps. Mao dared to challenge the 
superior military and economic strength of 
the United States because his revolutionary 
experience proved to his own satisfaction 
that his integrated and comprehensive 
strategy would enable him both to score 
present, if partial, political gains from a 
position of military inferiority and also to 
achieve highly ambitious ultimate objectives 
with initially meager means in a protracted 
struggle. This conviction also explains in 
part his willingness to challenge the Soviet 
policy of "peaceful coexistence" even at the 
cost of losing Soviet economic aid and risk
ing an open split in the international Com
munist movement. 

Thus, the key to Communist China's for
eign policy lies in Mao's revolutionary strat
egy and the projection of that strategy to 
the international area. The present paper 
begins with a brief examination of the vari
ous factors facilitating the effort of the Chi
nese Communists to project their revolution
ary strategy abroad and an enumeration of 
.some items of evidence bringing out the close 
relationship between this strategy and Chi
nese international behavior. It then seeks 
to define the nature of Mao's revolutionary 
strategy and to show how the various ele
ments of that strategy from a unified and 
intelligible structure. 
REVOLUTIONARY STRATEGY AND INTERNATIONAL 

BEHAVIOR 

All violent poUtical revolutions have been 
originated by groups of men initially weak 
in numbers and strength. But no othe!t' 
group of successful revolutionaries in the 
modern world was confronted with greater 
odds, waged a more pl'otra.cted armed strug-

gle, and survived greater defeats than did 
Mao Tse-tung and his comrades. In his 
tortuous road to ultilnate victory, Mao fol
lowed a pattern of action and fol'mulated a 
set of prinoiples which, on many occasions, 
helped him to achieve political gains from 
a position of military weakness, and which 
over a period of time enrubled him to bridge 
the enormous g.ap between his highly ambi
tious goals and his early military-political 
impotence. 

This pattern of action and set of prin
ciples followed, in time and logical sequence, 
Lenin's substitution of the conquest of polit
ical power in place of socialism as the end 
in view of the Communist movement, and 
his use of military analogy for the purpose of 
analyzing the revolutionary situation and de
veloping a theory of political strategy. The 
effect of the latter was to obliterate the ana
lytic difference between political and military 
forms of the class struggle and to call at
tention to the relevance of military analysis 
as a method of formulating pl'ograms to 
deal wi.th po1itioal conflict.l Unlike Lenin, 
however, Mao was engaged in an intermit
tent ci vii war over a period of more than 20 
years before the final conquest of power. 
Consequently, Mao went beyond Lenin in 
emphasizing the importance of military 
power. He laid down precepts for coordinat
ing its use with political policies, developed 
a doctrine of protracted war and a military 
strategy of surrounding the cities from the 
countrys-ide, and exemplified, in his strategic 

. and tactical thinking, a combination of 
prudence and revolutionary enthusiasm. 
WhHe Moo's doctrines and precepts are by 
no means profound, they were perfectly 
ada.pted to the objective conditions confront
ing him and proved instrumental in enabling 
the Chinese Communists to win the most 
bitter and protracted in·ternal war in the 
20th century. 

The Communists' theory of revolution, 
however, is a theory not merely of domestic 
but of world revolution. To them the 
analytic categories relevant to internal and 
international politics are identical.2 From 
the Chinese Communists' viewpoint, their 
revolution to overthrow the Kuomintang 
government was, among other things, a fight 
against "the l.ackeys of Western imperial
ism," particularly American imperialism in 
the last few years of the struggle; and they 
have viewed their attacks on the West, par
ticularly the United States, silice their cap
ture of power as merely a continuation of 
their previous struggle. The recent pre
carious balance of power in the Far East and 
southeast Asia within a worldwide context 
of American military superiority must have 
seemed to them analogous to the situation 
that had prevailed in China during the larger 
part of the civil war, when overall National
ist superiority existed in juxtaposition to 
local Communist strength in particular 
areas. 

The predilection of the Chinese Com
munists to project the now sacrosanct prin
ciples of their own revolution into the inter
national arena is further reinforced by 
Communist China's relatively short but 
highly traumatic experience as a member 
of the family of nations. This experience 
militates against wholehearted acceptance of 
the systen of national states and the rules 
governing nations in that system. The 
moral unanimity existing among Chinese 
Communist leaders who claim to know the 
absolute and universal truth reinforces 
traditional Chinese ethnocentrism and 
strengthens the tendency of those leaders 

1 Andrew C. Janos, "The Communist 
Theory of the State and Revolution," in 
"Communism and Revolution," edited by 
Cyril E. Black and Thomas P. Thornton, 
Princeton, N.J., Princeton University Press, 
1964, pp. 32-36. 

2 Janos loc. cit., p. 40. 

to view the foreign scene in the Chinese 
image and to judge alien things by Chinese 
standards. Thus, it is not surprising that 
many of Mao's principles and precepts of 
political-military action have underlain 
Peiping's policies, strategies, and tactics in 
the international arena generally and in 
specific encounters with other nations. 

As early as August 1946, Mao set forth four 
theses on the international situation which, 
with some modifications, have continued to 
guide his foreign policy: First, an all-out war 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union in the immediate future was improb .. 
able. Second, the struggle between the so
cialist and imperialist camps in the period 
immediately ahead would take place in "the 
vast zone" outside the United States and 
the Soviet Union and embracing "many cap
italist, colonial and semicolonial co•.tntries 
in Europe, Asia and Africa." (This thesis 
was the origin of the controversial concept of 
an "intermediate zone.") Third, the atomic 
bomb is a "paper tiger" because "the outcome 
of a war is decided by the people, not by one 
or two new types of weapons." Fourth, all 
reactionaries, including "the Urilted States 
reactionaries," also are paper tigers: "In ap
pearance, the reactionaries are terrifying, but 
in reality they are not so powerful from the 
long-term point of view." 3 These four 
theses, enunciated in what amounted to 
Moo's first independent assessment of the 
global situation confronting the interna
tional Communist movement,• reflected to 
a striking degree his unified strategy in the 
Chinese revolution, particularly in the pe
riod between 1937. and 1945. At the same 
time, this assessment constituted Mao's justi
fication, from the viewpoint of the inter
national Communist movement as whole, of 
his acceptance (in July 1946) of all-out war 
with Chiang and placed the revolutionary 
war in China within the context of the world 
struggle between the socialist and imperialist 
camps. 

Soon after the establishment of their re
gime, the Chinese Communists began to ap
ply Moo's political-military strategy out
side of China. In November 1949, Liu Shao
ch'i, already the second-ranking leader of the 
Chinese Communist Party, declared that the 
peoples of colonial and semicolonial coun
tries should follow the "path taken by the 
Chinese people in defeating imperialism and 
its lackeys," and he specifically identified this 
path as consisting of Mao's three magic 
weapons: ~e united front, armed struggle, 
and the building of a strong party organiza
tion.6 Subsequently, in Korea, the Chinese 
Communist forces successfully turned back 
MacArthur's drive to the Yalu by the use 
of Mao's strategy of retreating deep in his 
own base area, waiting for the enemy to 
commit mistakes, and then fighting a battle 
of quick decision as a prelude to a general 
counter-offensive.6 In Indochina, the Viet-

3 Mao Tse-tung, "Talk With the American 
Correspondent Anna Louises Strong," "Se
lected Works," vol. IV Peiping, Foreign Lan
guages Press, 1963, pp. 97-101. Hereafter 
cited as Mao, "Selected Works," vol. IV 
(Peiping), in order to distinguish it from the 
4th volume of Mao's selected works pub
lished by Lawrence and Wishart (London), 
which covers the period from 1941 to Aug. 9, 
1945. 

4 Prior to that time, Mao's pronouncements 
on international questions generally followed 
the twists and turns of the Soviet 1ine. See 
Tang Tsou, "America's Failure in China," 
Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1963, 
pp. 209-216. 

5 "Opening Speech by Liu Shao-ch'i at the 
Trade Union Congress of Asian and Austra
lian Countries," "For a Lasting Peace, for a 
People's Democracy," Dec. 30, 1949, p. 14. 

8 For Mao's doctrine on this point, see Mao 
Tse-tung, "Problems of China's Revolution
ary War," . "Selected Works," val. I, London, 
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minh applied to its own revolutionary war 
those Chinese methods and precepts which 
were suitable to Vietnamese conditions, per
fected some new tactics of its own, and ulti
mately defeated the modern, fully-trained, 
and excellently-equipped French Expedition
ary Corps.7 In the Quemoy crisis of 1958, 
a timely re.treat, an early offer to negotiate, 
and a unilateral cease-fire declaration by 
Peiping kept military risks and political costs 
to a minimum and achieved some political 
galns.8 In the military clash over the bor
der with India in 1962, ' China inflicted a 
stinging defeat on the Indian forces and then 
declared a unilateral cease-fire, once again 
illustrating Mao's strategy of limited victory 
and restraint. In Laos, the .strategy and tac
tics of the Pathet Lao, both in the coalition 
government and on the battlefield, seem to 
have been influenced by Mao's principles 
and precepts. Finally, several documents is
sued by the CCP in its dispute with the CPSU 
confirm that Mao is pursuing against the 
West a global, long-term strategy of encir
cling the developed areas from the underde
veloped areas, which amounts to an interna
tional projection of his strategy of surround
ing the cities from the countryside in the 
Chinese civil war." 

The Chinese Communis·t leaders are highly 
conscious of their global revolutionary mis
sion. The late Marshal Lo Jung-hunan, for 
instance, told cadres at the Chinese Com
munist political Academy in October 1960: 

"At present, revisionism is spreading. The 
world revolution relies on the thought of Mao 
Tsetung * * * which belongs not only to 
China but also has its international impli
cations." 10 

Again, at a conference of top Chinese mili
tary leaders, Marshal Yeh Chien-yin declared: 

"No ather nation in the world has more 
experience in fighting a war than we. * • • 
The nations which have not yet been liber
ated also want to overthrow imperialism and 
feudalism * * * and to wage armed struggle. 
They very much need our experience. There
fore, we should sum up our experience in 
order to hand it down to posterity and pre
sent it to our friends." 11 

As this experience is most relevant to the 
national liberation movements in underde
veloped areas, Peiping accords high priority 
in its foreign policy to support of these 
movements. A Chinese ·communist military 

Lawrence and Wishart, 1955, pp. 21Q-253. On 
the actions of the Chinese Communist forces 
in Korea, see Roy E. Appleman, "South to the 
Maktong, North to the Yalu," Washington, 
D.C., Government Printing Oftlce, 1961, pp. 
667-776; S. L. A. Marshall, "The River and 
the Gauntlet," New York, 1953. 

7 George Modelski, "The Viet Minh Com
plex," in "Communism and Revolution," op. 
cit., pp. 207-209; George K. Tanam, "Commu
nist Revolutionary Warfare, the Viet Minh 
in Indo-China," New York, 1961, pp. 23-28. 

8 Robert W. Barnett, "Quemoy: The Use 
and Consequences of Nuclear Deterrence" 
(mimeographed), Center for International 
Affairs, Harvard University, 1960; Alice Lang
ley Hsieh, "Communist China's Strategy in 
the Nuclear Era," Englewood, N.J., 1962, pp. 
119-130; Tang Tsou, "The Embroilment of 
Quemoy: Mao, Chiang, and Dulles," Salt 
Lake City University of Utah Press, 1959. 

0 Tang Tsou, "Mao Tse-tung and Peaceful 
Coexistence," "Orbis," Spring, 1964, pp. 36-
51. For an interpretation of the struggle for 
power in China, see Tang Tsou, "America's 
Failure in China," op. cit., pp. 48-56, 127-141, 
186-192,300-311,401-440. 

10 "Kung-tso t'ung-hsun (Work Con-e
spondence)" No. 8 (Feb. 2, 1961). pp. 16, 17. 
This is a secret journal for study by cadr.es 
of the People's Liberation Army at the regi
mental level and above. 

11 Ibid., No. 12 (Mar. 10, 1961), p. 4 . . 

journal implicitly contrasted Peiping's atti
tude on this issue with that of Moscow in 
the following terms: 

"Toward national liberation movements in 
colonial and semicolonial countries, there 
are two different attitudes. One makes the 
improvement of relations with the West a 
primary concern and does not support, or 
gives meager support to, the national Ubera
tion movements. The other makes support 
for national liberation movements a primary 
concern; it permits some proper dealings 
with the western countries but considers this 
a secondary question. Our country adopts 
the latter attitude, firmly supporting the 
national liberation movements and opposing 
colonialism and imperialism. We may have 
dealings with western countries, but do nat 
bargain away our support for national libera
tion movements." 12 

Thus, Communist China a:ctively seeks to 
cultivate close relationships with countries in 
Asia, Africa, and Latin America, but not with 
the imperialist powers, particularly the 
United States. Even the Taiwan question 
is viewed by Peiping in the broader context 
of the worldwide struggle against Western 
imperialism. If Communist China should 
yield to the United States and let imperialist 
forces retain their hold on part of her terri
tory, a Chinese statement warns, "her inter
national prestige will drop 10,000 feet" 1s; on 
the other hand, by refusing to compromise 
on this issue and keeping Sino-American re
lations in a stalemate, "we can keep aloft 
the anti-imperialist banner, freely support 
the national liberation struggle in the colon
ial and semicolonial countries, preserve our 
abillty to attract policical support, and stim
ulate our morale." a 

Marshal Chen Yi, Chinese Communist For
eign Minister, neatly summed up Peiping's 
approach to world affairs when he affirmed 
in September 1964 that Mao's strategic and 
tactical thinking, together with the policies 
and general line of the party center, have 
been the principal guides to Communist 
China's analysis of international problems 
over the past 15 years.16 Hence, it is not sur
prising that the revolutionary strategy em
ployed by Mao in the internal struggle for 
the control of China is a recurrent element 
in Peiping's international behavior. 

MAOIST STRATEGY OF REVOLUTION 

Mao's success as leader of the Communist 
revolution in China stemmed largely from 
two basic qualities: the ability to face real
ity squarely and the determination to change 
that reality. On the one hand, he fully real
ized the gap between his goal and the means 
at his disposal and harbored no illusions 
about the relative military strength of the 
Communists and the Kuomintang, but at the 
same time correctly discerned the contrast 
between the Kuomintang's military power 
and its political weakness. On the other, his 
determination led him gradually to evolve a 
set of political-military doctrines, principles, 
and precepts which would enable the Com
munists first to survive the attacks of vastly 
superior Nationalist forces, then to expand 
their power, and finally to swing the balance 
of social forces in their favor and attain ul
timate victory. 

While stressing the indispensability of 
military power to achieve political purposes 
and implement political policies, Mao em
phasized the primacy of such purposes and 
policies in order to provide mill tary power 
with the necessary foundation and direction 
and to exploit the political weakness of the 

12 Ibid., No. 17 (Apr. 25, 1961), p. 22. 
13 Ibid., p. 25. 
14 Ibid., p. 24. 
111 Chen Yi, "Commemorating the Thirtieth 

Anniversary of the Publication of Shih-Chieh 
chih-shih," "Shih-chieh chih-shih," Sept. 10, 
1964, p. 1. 

Kuomintang, thus compensating for the 
Communists' m1Utary inferiority. As his 
grand strategy, he evolved the concept of 
surrounding the cities from the countryside 
and the doctrine of protracted war. Con
cerning the form of military operations, he 
developed a doctrine of guerrilla warfare and 
its gradual transformation into mobile war
fare. In military tactics, he stressed retreat 
and dispersal of forces when necessary to 
avoid defeat, but concentration of forces 
when opportunities arose to win battles of 
quick decision. As his objective on the 
battlefield, he subordinated the holding or 
conquest of territory to the annihilation of 
the enemy's effective strength and the pres
ervation of his own forces. In evaluating 
the factors making for military success, he 
advanced the notion of the decisive impor-

. tance of men rather than of weapons. Re
garding appraisal of the enemy's strength, 
he emphasized the principle that the Com
munists should not underestimate their 
enemies with respect to each particular strug
gle, but on the other hand should not over
estimate them from the viewpoint of the 
overall strategic situation. He stressed the 
need to combine prudence with revolutionary 
spirit. To stave off irreversible defeat, he 
turned the united front doctrine into a ra
tionale for seeking temporary peace with the 
Kuomintang. To expand Communist in
fluence while avoiding an all-out conflict, he 
practiced limited war. To transform partial 
m1Utary success into legitimate political 
gains, he sought a political settlement 
through negotiations in a favorable climate 
of opinion created by astute propaganda and 
a moderate political program. To clinch final 
victory when the balance of forces could be 
altered in his favor by large-scale fighting, 
he accepted all-out war. These doctrines, 
principles, precepts, and practices were con
sistent with one another and formed a co
herent whole. 

THE PRIMACY OF POLITICS 

The conquest of political power by armed 
force required a military strength superior to 
that of the Kuomintang. But the Kuomin
tang's greatest strength lay precisely in its 
military power, while its weaknesses were 
political, economic, and social. To develop 
military power in the service of the Commu
nist revolution, it was necessary for the 
Communists to adopt certain policies 
designed to exploit the political chaos, eco
nomic stagnation, social ferment, and na
tionalistic sentiments fostered by foreign 
encroachments. These policies, directed at 
the most vulnerable chinks in the Kuomin
tang's armor, would provide the Communists 
with a political foundation on which to build 
up their own military power and, in the 
meantime, would compensate for their miU
tary weakness through expanded political 
influence. Thus, necessity and political 
expediency reinforced the imperatives of a 
revolutionary ideology in impelling Mao to 
stress the paramount importance of the 
political purpose and policies which m1litary 
power was employed to achieve. 

According to Mao, political purpose gave 
direction to the armed struggle, differentiated 
real friends from the real enemy, legitimized 
the political leadership of the armed forces, 
and laid the political foundation on which 
military power must be built. "Without a 
political goal," he warned, "guerrilla warfare 
must fail, as it must also fall if its political 
objectives do not coincide with the aspira
tions of the people and their sympathy, co
operation and assistance cannot be gained." 1e 
He further stressed that "any tendency • • • 
to belittle politics, to isolate war from 
politics, and to become advocates· of 'war is 

16 Mao, "On Guerrilla Warfare," trans. by 
Samuel B. Griffith, New York, Praegar, 1961, 
p. 43. 
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-everything,'· is erroneous and must be cor
rected." 17 To assure the primacy of politics, 

.a strong Communist party must take com
mand of the army.u 

Mao's political strategy prescribed, first of 
all, Communist espousal of the agrarian 

.revolution in order to win the support of the 
peasants.19 A workers' and peasants' political 
power must be established in the base areas, 

.he held, to carry out social and economic 
reforms, to mobilize the masses, and to give 
:support to the army. During the Sino
Japanese War, nationalism provided another 
powerful tool for mobilizing the masses.20 

'The army, Mao taught, not only must fight 
to destroy the enemy's military strength, 
but also must "shoulder such important 
tasks as agitating the masses, organiz
ing them, arming them, helping them to 

;set up revolutionary political power, and 
even establishing organizations of the Com

:munist Party." 21. In this manner, Mao laid 
the political foundations for building the 

:military power which would in turn become 
·the chief instrument for carrying through 
·the Communist political revolution. 

While there were many twists and turns in 
the implementation of Mao's political strat

·egy, the essence of that strategy was to "de
velop the progressive forces, win over the 
middle-of-the-road forces, and isolate the 

·.diehards." 22 Once the intermediate class 
were won over and the archenemy isolated, 
the revolutionary forces, it was calculated, 
would enjoy such overwhelming popular sup
port that their military power could be pro
_gressively developed and the balance of mili
·tary power eventually tipped in favor of the 
·revolution. Mao's mobilization of the 
peasants and his efforts to win over the inter
mediate classes did, in fact , draw new groups 
·tnto the political arena, extended the base of 
_political participation, and ultimately created 
a coalition of social forces larger and stronger 
than those supporting the Kuomintang. 
And, as the balance of armed strength tipped 
in their f.avor, the Communists' mounting 
:military success enabled them to win over 
those whose chief concern was to be on the 

·winning side. 
FROM THE COUNTRYSIDE TO THE CITmS 

While political goals and policies could pro
vide the foundations for developing Com
munist military power and direct it toward 
certain general objectives, they furnished no 
guidance as to how this power could be used 
.most effectively in terms of military stategy 
and tactics. On the basis of the lessons 

"'taught by both the early successes of Com
munist forces and the defeats they suffered . 
.in the Kuomintang's fifth campaign of en
circlement and annihilation, Mao formulated 
and gradually systematized a strategy of sur
rounding the cities from the countryside and 
.a doctrine of protracted war. 

Mao had first adopted or advocated some 
-o:£ his ideas in opposition to the early leader
ship of the Chinese Communist Party, which 
insisted on adhering to policies based in part 
on Soviet experience and backed by the Com
munist International. Mao argued that the 
nlechanical application of Soviet military 
·doctrines in China would lead to Communist 

17 Mao, "On Protracted War," "Selected 
Works," vol. I.I. p. 158. 

n Mao, "Problems of War and Strategy," 
ibid. , p. 228. 

19 Mao, "The Struggle in the Chingkang 
:Mountains," "Selected Works," vol. I, pp. 74, 
. so; "A Single Spark Can Start a Prairie Fire," 
'ibid., p. 117. 

~ Chalmers Johnson, "Peasant Nationalism 
and Communist Power," Stanford, Stanford 
·university Pr~ss, 1962. 

21 Mao, "On the Rectification of Incorrect 
'Ideas in the Party," "Selected Works," vol. I, 
p . 106. 

2' Mao, "Selected Works," vol. III, p. 194. 

defeat, and he urged the adoption of a strat
egy based on the peculiar conditions and 
characteristics of the Chinese revolution and 
the Chinese Red Army.23 

In Mao's view, a basic characteristic of the 
Chinese revolutionary war differentitated it 
from revolutions in capitalist countries, in
cluding the October Revolution in Russia. 
In the latter, the first step had been to seize 
the cities, where proletarian strength was 
greatest, and then advance into the country
side. In China, however, the correct strat
egy was "to employ our main forces to create 
rural bases, surround the cities from the 
countryside, and use the bases to expedite 
the nationwide revolutionary upsurge." 24 

Mao set forth the rationale for his strategy: 
"Since powerful imperialism and its allies, 

the reactionary forces in China, have oc
cupied China's key cities for a long time 
• • • they the revolutionary forces must build 
the backward villages into advanced, consoli
dated base areas, into great military, polit
ical, economic, and cultural revolutionary 
bastions, so that they can fight the fierce 
enemy who utilizes the cities to attack the 
rural districts, and, through a protracted 
struggle, gradually win an overall victory for 
the revolution." 2s 

If the Kuomintang's hold on the urban 
centers was strong, its control over the vast 
rural areas was weak. By devoting them
selves "mainly to rural work," 26 the Com
munists exploited this fatal weakness and 
gradually built up a peasant army strong 
enough to defeat the Kuomintang. 

Mao realized that the strategy of sur
rounding the cities from the countryside 
would take a long time, and he therefore de
veloped his doctrine of protracted struggle. 
As Mao envisaged it in 1936, the struggle 
would take the form of a prolonged alterna
tion between Nationalist campaigns of "en
circlement and annihilation" directed against 
the Communists and Communist counter
campaigns.27 This pattern, he predicted, 
would come to an end when the Red Army 
finally became stronger than the enemy and 
could launch its own campaign of encircle
ment and annihilation, against which the 
Kuomintang would be powerless because it 
lacked the political requisites for r., successful 
countercampaign. This forecast was event
ually borne out in late 1948 and 1949. 

Mao's doctrine of protracted war rested 
upon simple principles governing tactics 
and battlefield objectives. The tactics pre
scribed for the period of Communist military 
inferiority were summed up in the now fa
mous formula: "The enemy advances, were
treat; the enemy halts, we harass; the enemy 
tires, we attack; the enemy retreats, we pur
sue." Implicit in these tactics was the prin
ciple that the Communists' priority objec
tive in battle was the preservation of their 
forces rather than the defense of Communist
held territory. Similarly, as Communist 
military strength increased and the guer
rilla bands developed into regular units, 
greater stress was to be placed on the anni
hilation of enemy forces rather than the 
mere expansion of Communist territorial 
control. Mao's general plan of operations 
was to execute a strategic retreat deep into 
the Communist base areas in order to facil
itate the concentration of his forces and 
create favorable conditions for defeating the 

23 Mao "Strategic Problems of China's Rev
olutionary War," "Selected Works," vol. I, pp . 
177, 192. 

24 Mao, "Selected Works," vol. IV, pp. 178, 
193-4, 197. 

25 Mao, "The Chinese Revolution and the 
Chinese Communist Party," "Selected 
Works," vol. III (London, 1954), p. 85. 

28 Mao, "Selected Works," vol. IV, pp. 190-5. 
27 Mao, "Problems of China's Revolutionary 

War," "Selected Works," vol. I, pp. 198-203. 

enemy in a battle of quick decision, to be 
followed by a strategic counteroffensive.2B 

The doctrine that men rather than weap
ons are the decisive factor in war was fully 
consistent with the nature of guerrilla war
fare, in which popular support is an ess~n
tial ingr~d-ient of success. This doctrine, in 
turn, required a complementary set of psy
chological attitudes: On the one hand, cau
tious realism in estimating the enemy's 
present strength; on the other, confidence in 
his ultimate vincibility. Mao, in 1948, syn
thesized this balance of psychological ele
ments as follows: 

"If, with regard to the whole, we overesti
mate the strength of our enemy and hence 
do not dare to overthrow him and do not dare 
to win victory, we shall be committing a 
right-opportunist error. If, with regard to 
each part, each specific problem, we are not 
prudent, do not carefully study and perfect 
the art of struggle, do not concentrate all 
our strength for battle • • • we shall be 
committing a 'left'-opportunist error." 29 

l!n 1957, he restated this thought in the 
principle that "strategically we should take 
all enemies lightly, but tactically take them 
seriously." so 

ARMED STRUGGLE AND POLITICAL STRUGGLE 

The overriding questions of political-mili
tary policy in a protracted struggle were when 
to seek peace, when to fight a war, and what 
form the war should take. In the course 
of the Communist revolutionary struggle 
against the Kuomintang, Mao found himself 
confronted by three different political-mili
tary situations and adopted three different 
policies to cope with them. In a sense, these 
policies paralleled the usual alternatives open 
to states acting on the international plane 
under analogous circumstances: To seek 
peace, to fight a limited war, or to accept all
out war. But on a deeper level of analysis, 
Mao's conception of these alternatives was 
demonstrably different. For him, seeking 
peace meant merely the cessation of all-out 
war and did not preclude limited armed 
clashes. Oonversely, limited war was waged 
under the concept of "peaceful struggle": 
The threat or use of force on a limited scale 
was a fairly constant feature of Mao's prac
tice of "peaceful struggle" rather than a last 
resort employed only when nonviolent meas
ures fai.led.31 

Thus, in Mao's view:, peace was as much a 
form of struggle as war, and emphasis could 
be shifted from one to the other in varying 
degrees depending upon the precise require
ments of the existing situation. The essence 
of Mao's thought on this question has been 
succinctly summed up by Li Wei-han in the 
following words: 

"In order to defeat the enemy we 
must • • • be adept at choosing the most 
advantageous forms of struggle. The work
ing-class . party must arm itself to the 
teeth • • • with all the means and methods 
of struggle so as to be able to make timely 
changes in the form of struggle to suit 
changes in the situation. The forms of 
struggle can be divided into main and sec
ondary, and which should be the main and 
which should be secondary differs under dif
ferent historical conditions in different 
countr-ies. The working class and the Com
munist Party must ,be good at mastering the 
main form of struggle under the historical 
conditions of the time and properly coordi
nating it with other forms of struggle; only 

28 Ibid., pp. 203-48. 
2' Mao, "Selected Works," vol. IV (Peiping), 

pp. 181-2. 
30 Comrade Mao Tse-tung on "Imperialism 

and AU Reactionaries are Paper Tigers," 
Peiping, Foreign Languages Press, 1961, pp. 
25-6. 

a1 Alice Langley Hsieh, "Communist China 
and Nuclear Force," Rand Corp., p. 9. 
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by so doing can they deal the enemy effec
tive blows and firmly maintain the leader
ship of the revolution." 32 

From 1927 up to the establishment of the 
second united front in 1937, the main form 
of struggle employed by the Chinese Com
munists was armed struggle, primarily as an 
instinctive response to the Kuomintang's 
policy of suppressing the Communists by 
force. From 1937 to July 1946, "peaceful 
political struggle" supplanted armed strug
gle as the main form, Mao's policy and initi
ative playing a large role in the transition, 
as we shall see. From July 1946 the main 
emphasis reverted to armed struggle, prin
cipally in response to the Kuomintang's 
postwar attempt to expel the Communists 
from stategic areas and its use of relentless 
m111tary pressure to force the Communists to 
accept a political-m111tary fait accompli. 
This Kuomintang policy was itself a re
sponse to Mao's prior resort to limited mili
tary actions (under the aegis of "peaceful 
struggle") for the purpose of expanding the 
territory under Communist control. Mao in 
1946 shifted to all-out war when he saw that 
"peaceful struggle" was no longer advan
tageous to the Communists and that there 
was now a good chance of defeating the 
Kuomintang in a prolonged armed confiict 
despite continued Nationalists superiority in 
number of troops and arms. Limited war 
was therefore escalated into all-out war. 
The transitions in both 1937 and 1946 
marked the culminations of :fluctuating 
events and Communist moves over fairly 
long periods during which Mao had been 
preparing for the next main form of struggle. 

Mao was adept not only in alternating the 
main form of struggle in the light of chang
ing conditions, but also in blending and co
ordinating the methods of peaceful (i.e., 
political) and armed struggle in an inte
grated course of action. This coordination of 
the two forms of struggle to achieve a politi
cal objective was one corollary of Mao's gen
eral principle that military power is indis
pensable to the accomplishment of a political 
purpose and that, conversely, political pur
pose must govern the use of military power. 
Its effect was to make force a constant 
instrument to be used in conjunction with 
other methods. 

Thus, in the period from 1927 to 1937, when 
the main emphasis was on armed struggle, 
political struggle--in ·the specific form of ap
peals and agitation for cessation of the civil 
war-was intensified and broadened as the 
military fortunes of the Communists ebbed 
and the possibility of total defeat drew 
closer.33 This Communist political effort was 
facilitated by the political conditions created 
in China by Japan's aggressive actions: i.e., 
by the rising tide of Chinese nationalism 
demanding internal unity in the face of for
eign aggression ·and opposing Chiang Kai
shek's policy of subordinating resistance 
against Japan to suppression of the Commu
nists, and by consequent policy divisions 
within the Kuomintang. Mao's political ma
neuvers were instrumental in bringing about 
the Sian incident of December 1936, which 
forced Chiang to agree to an informal truce 
in the civil war against the Communists. 

After the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese 
war in July 1937, the informal truce between 

32 Li Wei-han, "The Struggle for Proletarian 
Leadership in the Period of the New-Demo
cratic Revolution in China," Peking Review, 
Mar. 2, 1962, p . 12. The first installment 
of this article appeared in the Feb. 23, 1962, 
issue. The article is one of the most signifi
cant and revealing published by the Chinese 
Communists on their revolutionary strategy 
and tactics. 

83 Mao, "Selected Works," val. I, pp. 153-
74, 354-7, 368-74; Charles B. McLane, "Soviet 
Policy and the Chinese Communists," 1931-
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the Kuomintang and the Communists devel
oped into a formal united front, officially 
established in September 1937. The united 
front agreement, on its surface, committed 
the Communists to full political and military 
support of the Kuomintang in the war 
against Japan, but Mao never intended it to 
mean wholehearted Communist cooperation 
with, or unconditional obedience to, the Na
tionalist Government. Rather, it was to be 
merely a temporary alliance based on the 
"independence and antonomy" of the Chi
nese Communist Party.:J4 Thus, the Commu
nists never relinquished their absolute and 
exclusive control over the Communist mili
tary units and base areas, and the Commu
nist armies were instructed from the outset 
to conduct guerrilla operations on their own 
initiative and independently of the National
ist military command.35 Nor did Mao's united 
front policy exclude continued Communist 
"struggle against the Kuomintang." On the 
contrary, it called for the active pursuit of 
" 'peaceful' and 'bloodless' struggle waged 
along ideological, political, and organizational 
lines," 36 and even-in certain situations
for resort to limited armed struggle. Thus, 
for the Communists, the united front meant 
merely that "peaceful political struggle" was 
for the time being the main form of struggle, 
and armed struggle the secondary or sub
ordinate form. 

An essential feature of Mao's doctrine of 
limited armed struggle was the requirement 
that Communist mmtary activity be care
fully regulated so as to achieve a strength
ening of the Communist position vis-a-vis 
the Kuomintang without incurring undue 
risk of all-out war. Thus, the doctrine 
str.essed that limited armed struggle must 
be primarily defensive in character (though 
not excluding counterattack); that it must 
be undertaken only when the Communists 
were adequately prepared and certain of a 
favorable outcome; and that the Commu
nists, after gaining the advantage in a par
ticular armed confiict, should quickly take 
the initiative in seeking to negotiate a tem
porary peace in order to limit the duration 
of hostilities and conserve Communist 
strength. The effect of this policy in prac
tice was to punctuate armed clashes between 
the Communists and the Kuomintang with 
periodic "peace" negotiations in which 
"peaceful political struggle" temporarily 
supplanted armed struggle as the immediate 
method of advancing Communist aims. The 
fourfold objective of such negotiations was 
to prevent the escalation of limited conflict 
into an-out war; to gain formal recognition 
of some of the gains achieved by force of 
arms; to influence public opinion by a show 
of restraint and moderation; and finally to 
win time and political support for an all
out civil war, if it did come. Political bar
gaining thus became an inseparable comple
ment to the military struggle. Mao's policy 
of seeking a political settlement while using 
military power to strengthen the Communist 
bargaining position and preparing for all
out war was clearly in evidence during the 
period between the summers of 1945 and 
1946. 

The Chinese Comunist decision to shift to 
armed conflict as the principal form of 
struggle can be traced to a Central Com
mittee innerparty directive of July 20, 1946, 
drafted by Mao, which called on the Commu
nists to smash Chiang's offensive. Yet even 
the placing of primary emphasis on armed 
struggle was not incompatible with further 

3' Mao Tse-tung, "Selected Works," vol. ll 
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35 Mao, "Selected Works," val. II, p . 67. 
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negotiations provided they could be turned 
to Communist advantage. The negotiations 
which the Communists conducted with the 
Kuomintang in the latter half of 1946 and 
again in the early months of 1949 obviously 
represented a secondary resort to methods of 
"peaceful political struggle" simultaneous 
with and supplementing the use of · armed 
force as the main form of struggle. Other 
examples of the secondary use of political 
methods of struggle were the Communist 
efforts to induce defeotions through secret 
contacts and understandings with Kuomin
tang officers; attempts to secure the piece
meal surrender of local Nationalist com
manders through separate peace agreements; 
and the consistent Communist policy of 
granting lenient treatment to prisoners of 
war as part of an effort to induce them to 
join the Communist forces. 

The central aim of the political struggle 
waged by the Communists in this period of 
the civil war was to build up a "very broad 
united front of the whole nation" against 
Chiang's government by winning over "all 
those who can be won over." The front was 
to embrace 90 percent of the people, isolating 
the SIIlall remaining group of reactionaries, 
and was to be led by the Communist Party .1r1 

The effectiveness of this political effort was 
such that, by the time the Communists were 
preparing to organize a new central govern
ment in 1949, Mao could declare, not with
out some justification: 

"The Chinese revolution is a revolution of 
the broad masses of the whole nation. 
Everybody is our friend except the imperial
ists, the feudalists, and the bureaucrat
capitalists, the Kuomintang reactionaries, 
and their alCOO>IDiplices." 38 · 

There is little doubt that the Communists' 
political struggle to forge a united front 
helped them to gain victory in the armed 
struggle, while conversely their military suc
cess aided them in broadening and deepen
ing the "revolutionary united front." 

In waging political struggle as a supple
ment to armed struggle, Mao also was pre
paring for the transition once again from war 
to peace. The united front effort during the 
final phase of the armed struggle served to 
rally popular support for the Communists, to 
enlist non-Communist participation in the 
new regime, to retain the help of ex-Kuo
mintang personnel in running various agen
cies, to reassure businessmen and indus
trialists, and to minimize economic and 
administrative dislocation. 
PEIPING1S GLOBAL STRATEGY: PROSPECTS AND 

PROBLEMS 

Since coming to power, the Chinese Com
munists have vigorously sought to propagate 
their own successful strategy of revolution 
as an appropriate model to be followed by 
revolutionary movements in other colonial 
or semicolonial countries of Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America. To what extent is this claim 
justified? The answer depends, in part, on 
whether the objective conditions which made 
the success of the Chinese Communists pos
sible exist or will emerge in these countries. 

One of the most important of these con
ditions was the political weakness of the 
government in power. There is little doubt 
that the existing regimes in many underde
veloped countries are characterized by a 
similar weakness; but, as the example of the 
Chinese Nationalist regime itself up to 1937 
shows, a politically weak but militarily strong 
government can still manage to consolidate 
its rule against relatively feeble opposition. 
In the last analysis, the decisive factor in 
undermining the Nationalist government in 

37 Mao, "The Present Situation and Our 
Tasks" (Report to the CCP Central Commit
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China and enabling the Chinese Communist 
Party to build up sufficient strength to over
throw 1t was the Sino-Japanese war. This 
suggests that a prolonged external conflict, 
or a war of national liberation, or possibly a 
civil war between two nonCommunist groups, 
markedly enhances the applicability and 
chances of success of the Maoist model of 
revolution. It is perhaps for this reason that 
the Chinese Communists profess to see a 
progressive intensification of conflicts and 
contradictions everywhere in the non-Com
munist world--conflicts among the capital
ist countries, between newly independent 
nations and the Western Powers, between 
colonial or semicolonial countries and the 
"imperialist" powers. 

A less important but by no means negli
gible factor in Mao's victory was the acquisi
tion by the Communists of captured Japa
nese arms handed over to them by the Soviet 
forces in Manchuria after Japan's surrender. 
This points to the role of the geographical 
contiguity of areas controlled by revolution
ary forces to the territory of an established 
Communist state. In the case of Vie·tnam, 
this factor admittedly has vital importance 
today. Finally, Mao's march to power was 
aided by the fact that Western policy placed 
very few obstacles in his way. These, then, 
were the four principal objective conditions 
which contributed to the success of the 
Maoist strategy of revolution in China. The 
extent to which analogous conditions do or 
do not exist in any particular country must 
obviously affect the prospects for the success
ful application of that strategy elsewhere in 
Asia, Africa, or Latin America. 

If one looks beyond the prospects for 
Maoist-type revolutions in individual coun
tries to the global situation, there are formi
dable obstacles which Mao must overcome or 
else face the eventual failure of his foreign 
policy. Unlike the Kuomintang, his two 
chief international antagonists at the pres
ent time, the United States and the Soviet 
Union, represent dynamic forces in the world 
arena; both are politically and militarily 
strong. Mao's military strategy and tactics, 
moreover, were developed for guerrilla and 
mobile warfare with conventional weapons 
and are totally inapplicable to an-out war in 
the nuclear age, even for the defense of the 
Chinese mainland. While official Chinese 
doctrine has been modified somewhat in the 
light of nuclear weapons development, some 
Chinese military leaders have argued that 
this adaptation does not go far enough.39 

The basic obstacle in the path of Mao's 
attempt to apply his political-military 
strategy on a worldwide scale is, however, the 
system of national states itself. It was the 
inherent conflict between the universalist 
pretensions of communism and the nation
state system which in the first place pro
duced Mao's own "creative application" of 
Marxism-Leninism to the concrete condi
tions of China. Yet, Mao now insists upon 
the correctness, for the whole Communist 
camp, of a political-m111tary strategy based 
largely on the particular experience of the 
Chinese revolution, and this h as d isrupted 
the unity of the camp. Again, although 
Mao effectively exploited the forces of na
tionalism in his bid for power in China and 
now seeks to turn these forces against the 
West in other areas of the world, nationalism 
is also likely to become a formidable ob
stacle to h is own international ambitions 
as fear of Chinese expansionism grows. The 
further he tries to move beyond the area of 
t raditional Chinese cultural hegemony, the 

3 9 Morton H. Halperin, "China and the 
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more formidable will the barriers of nation
alism become. 

Thus, the attempted projection of Mao's 
revolutionary strategy into the international 
arena is a factor which, quite apart from 
the Marxist-Leninist ideology, complicates 
Peiping's adjustment to the system of na
tional states. Peiping's leaders undoubtedly 
realize that it will be necessary for Commu
nist China to live with that system for a. long 
time to come, but their tendency to see the 
international situation and to fashion their 
foreign strategy in the light of their own 
revolutionary experience inhibits their un
derstanding of the rules that govern the 
conduct of national states. Maoist revolu
tionary strategy was developed in a civil war 
in which the contending groups were not 
separated by any national boundaries. Yet 
the strategy and tactics employed in a con
flict within a single country, however mod
erate or cautious, are not always applicable 
in the international arena. Indeed, a given 
strategy or tactic adopted in the struggle 
against a political group or party may have 
completely different implications and con
sequences when applied against a foreign 
power. 

Many of the discrepancies between Pel
ping's professions and actions arise not so 
much from hypocrisy as from the conflict 
between the need to live with the system 
of national states and the tendency to pro
ject Mao's revolutionary strategy abroad. 
Thus, Peiping loudly denies that revolution 
can be exported, yet at the same time it 
advocates and supports "national liberation 
movements" everywhere. It proclaims the 
"five principles of peaceful coexistence," 
which embody the generally recognized rules 
of international behavior; yet in its actions 
it constantly violates the spirit and the let
ter of these principles. 

The Chinese Communists' whole under
standing of war and peace is filtered through 
their revolutionary experience, their concept 
of armed and "peaceful" struggle, and their 
propensity to use force as a constant instru
ment of policy.40 They denounce solutions 
of international. issues based on the concept 
of spheres of influence-even if Communist 
China is given her fair share-and in so do
ing, they reject a time-honored and widely 
accepted method of resolving conflicts with
in the nation-state system. 

The Chinese Communists• projection of 
their revolutionary strategy abroad is a more 
systematic and self-conscious expression of 
the general tendency of many peoples to see 
others as they see themselves, to judge for
eign events and institutions by their own 
standards, and to understand developments 
in other countries and societies in terms of 
their own experience. This tendency has 
often produced deleterious results as much 
for those who have practiced it as for those 
at whom it has been directed. In the 19th 
century, Western traders and missionaries, 
backed with force by their governments, in
troduced alien ideas and values into China, 
disrupting the Confucian order; and the dis
integration of the traditional social and po
litical system eventually doomed Western 
hopes of seeing the emergence of a China 
fashioned after the image of a Christian, 
democratic nation. Instead, social, political, 
and economic chaos gave rise to a totalitarian 
regime at odds with the traditions of its own 
country as well as bitterly hostile to the 
outside world. 

The tendency of a successful revolutionary 
elite to project its way of life abroad, to 
view the oustide world in terms of its self-

~Marshal Lo Jung-huan claimed that no 
better discussion of the question of war and 
peace is. to be found than in a speech by Mao 
in 1945 which dealt with CCP-Kuomintang 
relations and the civil war in China. "Work 
Correspondence," No. 8 (Feb. 6, 1961), p. 17. 

image, is particularly pronounced. Such an 
elite finds adjustment to the international 
environment difilcult. It is given to creating 
disturbances in the system of national states, 
and especially in the balance of power. The 
Chinese Communist Party is no exception to 
this rule. Mao's revolutionary strategy will 
tend to make Communist China a disruptive 
influence in world politics for some time to 
come and wm delay its adjustment to the 
established norms of international behavior. 
In the meantime, Communist China will be 
a formidable force to reckon with, and Mao's 
strategy will pose a serious challenge to the 
stability and peace of the world. 

MAO ON LIMITED WAR 

We must pay attention to the following 
principles of self-defense. We shall never 
attack unless attacked; if attacked, we shall 
certainly counterattack. That is to say, we 
must never attack others without provoca
tion; but once we are attacked, we must 
never fail to return the blow. Herein lies 
the defensive nature of the struggle. As 
to the military attacks of the die-hards, we 
must resolutely, thoroughly, utterly, and 
completely smash them. Secondly, the 
principle of victory. , We do not fight unless 
we are sure of victory; we must on no ac
count fight without preparation and without 
certainty of the outcome. We should know 
how to utilize the contradictions among the 
die-hards and must not deal blows to many 
sections of them at the same time; we must 
pick out the most reactionary section to 
strike at first . Herein lies the limited nature 
of the struggle. Thirdly, the principle of 
truce. After we have repulsed the attack 
of the die-hards and before they launch a 
new one, we should stop at the proper mo
ment and bring that particular fight to a 
close. In the period that follows, we should 
make a truce wth them. Then we should 
on our own initiative seek unity with the 
die-hards and, upon their consent, conclude 
a peace agreement with them. We must on 
no account fight on daily and hourly with
out stopping, nor become dizzy with success. 
Herein lies the temporary nature of every 
particular struggle. Only when the die-hards 
launch a new offensive should we retaliate 
with a new struggle. In other words, the 
three principles are justifiability, expe
diency and restraint. Persisting in such 
justifiable, expedient, and restrained strug
gles, we can develop the progressive forces, 
win over the middle-of-the-road forces, iso
late the die-hard forces and make the die
hards chary of heedlessly attacking us * * * 
or heedlessly starting a large-scale civil war. 
And we can in this way win a favorable turn 
in the situation. (Mao Tse-tung, "Selected 
Works," vol, III, p . 199.) 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 3, 1965] 
PEIPING DECLARES VIETNAM Is FOCUS OF ANTI

U .S. FIGHT-NEW STATEMENT OF MILITARY 
DOCTRINE SAYs WAR THERE Is PART oF EN
ciRCLEMENT 

(By Seymour Topping) 
HONG KoNG, September 2.-Communist 

China declared today that its support of 
revolutionary wars in underdeveloped coun
tries was a strategy directed rut the eventual 
encirclement of the United States and West
ern Europe. 

In a new statement of Inilitary doctrine, 
Peiping said tha.t the focus of this worldwide 
revolutionary struggle was now in Vietna.m. 

The wa.r in Vietnam demonstrates that 
a "people's war" in Asia, Africa, or Latin 
America can be waged successfully again&t 
the United States, the st.atemenrt; asserted. 

These definitions of Chinese Oommunis.t 
global strategy we,re contained in an article 
by Marshal Lin Piao, Ministter of Defense, 
a depurty cha.irman of the Oommun.ist Party 
and a Deputy Premier. 
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An e:Jatensive sum.m.a.ry of the article, 

marking the 2oth anniversary of t he World 
War II viotory over Japan, was distributed 
·by Hsdnhua, the Chtl nese Communds:t press 
agency. 

ALL PAPERS TO PRINT TEXT 

The text, of more than 50,000 words, 1s to 
be published tomorrow in Jenmln Jih Pao, 
the party newspaper; Hung Ohi, ideological 
journal of the Central Committee, and all 
provincia l and municipal newspapers 
throughourt the country. 

Marshal Lin stated that the ourtlook for 
a worldwide revolution.a.ry movement against 
the Un1ted St;a;tes was more favorab~e than 
ever before and that the a.ppllca<tlon of the 
theories of Mao Tse-tung, the Clhruirman of 
the party, could result in an overcoming of 
the superior material strength of the indus
trial powers of North America and Western 
~-

The article reviewed the m11itary strategy 
of Mr. Mao, which holds that revolutionary 
bases must be established in rural areas so 
that cities can be encircled from the coun
tryside. This technique was employed suc
cessfully in the war against Japan and in 
the C'ivil war against the Chinese National
ists. 

THEORY RELATED TO PRESENT 
Marshal Lin then stated that the Mao 

theory was "of outstanding and universal 
practicai importance for present revolu
tionary stl'uggles." He wrote: 

"Take the .entire globe--if North America 
and Western Europe can 'be called cities of 
the world then Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America constitute rural areas of the world. 

"Since World War II, the proletarian 
revolutionary movement has for various rea
sons been temporarily held back in North 
America and the West European c81pitalist 
countries while the people's revolutionary 
movement in Asia, Africa, and Latin America 
has been growing vigorously. 

"In a sense, the contemporary world revo
lution also present a picture of the encircle-
ment of cities by rural areas." · 

The marshal added: 
"In the final analysis, the whole cause of 

world revolution hinges on the revolutionary 
struggles of the Asian, African, and Latin 
American peoples, who make up the over
whelming majority of the world's population. 
The Socialist countries should regard it as 
their internationalist duty to suport the 
people's revolutionary struggle in Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America. 

PENG HINTED AT DOCTRINE 
The first hint that this doctrinal state

ment would be forthcoming was given in a 
speech made last May by Peng Chen, mayor 
of Peiping and a Politburo member, at the 
Jakarta celebration of the 45th anniversary 
of the founding of the Indonesian Commu
nist Party. 

Mr. Peng asserted : 
"To win victory in the world revolution, 

the proletariat must attach great impor
tance to revolutions in Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America--that is, to revolutions in the 
world's rural areas, and there is no other 
path." 

This reference in his speech attracted little 
public attention, although it aroused the in
terest of analysts here. 

Marshal Lin's article elaborates on the 
theory that has become Chinese Communist 
dogma. In essence, it conflicts With the 
global pattern of Marxist-Leninist theory, ad
hered to by Moscow, that the proletariat 
must lead the revolution, and subscribes to 
the Maoist theory that it must be based on 
the peasantry. 

SOVIET POSITION RIDICULED 
The article accused the Scviet leadership 

of collaborating with the United States in 
opposing people's wars. It ridiculed what 
it described as an untrue assertion of Khru
shchev revisionists that a single spark on any 

part of the globe may touch off a world 
nuclear conflagration and bring destruction 
to mankind. 

Expressing determination tc stand by the 
Vietnamese Communists, Marshal Lin de
clared that his forces were prepared for any 
U.S. attack. 

"We want to tell the United States im
perialists once again that a vast ocean of 
several hundred million Chinese people in 
arms will be more than enough to submerge 
your few Inlllion aggressor troops," he as
serted. "If you dare to impose war on us 
we sball ,gain freedom of action. It will then 
be up to you to decide how the war will be 
fought. We shall fight in ways most advan
tageous to us to destroy the enemy and 
wherever the enemy can be most easily de
stroyed." 

'Dhe article asseTted that ·a world war 
would result only in the turning of hun
dreds of millions of people to communism 
and the doom of the United States. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 4, 1965] 
RED CHINA URGES A PEOPLE'S WAR-ExHORTS 

VIETNAM AND OrHERS To STRIKE AT UNITED 
STATES WITHOUT FEAR OF NUCLEAR REPLY 

(By Seymour Topping) 
HONG · KoNG, September 3.-Communist 

China urged the Vietnamese Communists 
and other leftist revolutionaries today to 
strike at U.S. forces without fear of nuclear 
retaliation. 

Marshal Lin Piao, Defense Minister, as
serted in a major doctrinal article that the 
American "colossus" could be defeated "piece 
by piece" by what he termed "people's wars" 
in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. · He said 
the United States would refrain from using 
its nuclear weapons because of a fear of in
ternational censure. 

Peiping newspa.pers devoted 3 Y:z pages this 
morning to the text of the article commem
orating the 20th anniversary of the surrender 
of Japan. The article also was published by 
Hung Chi, journal of the central committee, 
and all municipal and provincial newspapers. 

A summary of the statement was distrib
uted yesterday by Hsinhua, the Chinese 
Communist press agency, and reported in 
today's issue of the New York Times. 

Experts on Communist China said that the 
article, which was published with front-page 
photographs of Mao Tse-tung, head of the 
Communist Party, was intended to elevate the 
Peiping leader to the rank of principal ar
chitect of world revolution. 

While the Vietnamese Commun-ists and 
other revolutionar-ies are spurred to violent 
armed struggle against the United States 
and its allies, the article displays a great de
gree of caution in committing Communist 
China to direct involvement. 

This is particularly a.pparent in references 
to the war ·in Vietnam. The article states 
that the Chinese people will do aH in their 
power to aid the Vietnamese people in com
pelling the departure of the last American 
soldier. However, there is no specific com
mitment by the Peiping Gover-nment, nor is 
there any allusion to an earlier offer to send 
"volunteers" and war materiel to Vietnam. 

Propounding new dogma, the article by 
Marshal Lin held that the Maoist theory 
of revolutionary war should be applied as 
the basic strategy of achieving world com
munism. It declared that so-called libera
tion wars in Asia, Africa, and La tin America 
must be employed to encircle the industrial 
powers of North America and Western Europe. 

This concept was described as growing from 
the tested Mao strategy of striking from 
rural bases at cities held by an enemy. 

RUSSIANS CALLED CAPITULATORS 
The dogma implies that Peiping would be

caine at least the doctrinal center of an 
envisioned world order. Marshal Lin de
nounced Moscow, once the center of the in-

ternational Communist movement, as now 
dominated by a heretical philosophy opposed 
to "people's wars" and dedicated to capitula
tion before U.S. power. 

Specialists here said the article contained 
contradictions suggesting that Mr. Mao, who 
is 71 years old, has encountered frustrations 
in a practical attainment of his goals and was 
consoling himself by spinning out his theory 
to its ultimate extensions. 

In doctrinal terms, the article warns rev
olutionaries that in people's wars "it is im
perative to adhere to a policy of self-reli
ance." It declared that revolutionaries must 
"be prepared to carry on the fight independ
ently even when all material aid from outside 
is cut off." 

"If one does not operate by one's own 
efforts,'' it added, "does not independently 
ponder and solve problems of revolution in 
one's own country and does not rely on the 
strength of the masses but leans wholly 
on foreign aid-even though this ·be aid from 
Socialist countries that persist in revolu
tion-no victory can be won or be consol
idated even if it is won." 

UNITED STATES AND SOVIET SCORNED 
Marshal Lin expresses contempt of both 

the United States and the Soviet Union for 
their reliance on nuclear weapons and 
rockets. 

In urging people's wars, the marshal as
sures revolutionaries that "in the final analy
sis the outcome of a war will be decided by 
the sustained fighting of the ground forces, 
by the fighting at close quarters on battle
fields, by the political consciousness of the 
men, by their courage and spirit of sacrifice." 

Vietnam 1s cited as an example where 
American power is being frustrated by a 
"people's war." 

While expressing confidence in the ability 
of the Chinese Communist forces to defeat 
the "few Inlllion aggressor troops" of the 
United States, Marshal Lin makes it clear 
that Peiping intends to fight with the United 
States only if war is imposed by Washington. 

The article warns that, apart from the 
Unil.ted States, there are others that possess 
nuclear weapons. But, oddly, the marshal 
does not directly repeat earlier assertions of 
Peiping that it possessed nuclear arms. Com
munist China has carried out two .nuclear 
tests. 

The article asserted that the United States 
has been "condemned by the people of the 
whole world for its towering crime of drop
ping two atom bombs on Japan." 

PEIPING TAKES VICTORY CREDIT 
At no point in the article of more than 

50,000 words does Marshal Lin spooifioally 
give credit to the United States for the 
World W·ar II vic:tory over Japan. He as
signs the role of the "main force" in the 
victory to Ohinese Communist troops and 
aa>erts that it was only the Maoist theories 
that enables a weak country to overcome such 
a powerful country as Japan. 

Although the article repeatedly states that 
the peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin Amer
ica are turning in growing numbers to the 
Mao theory of "people's war," analysts here 
have noted recently in statements by Peiping 
manifestations of feelings of increased isola
tion. 

The Chinese Communist leadership may 
have been disturbed by hints that North 
Vietnam is considering a negotia ted settle
ment of the war. 

The refusal of African and Asian leaders at 
the postponed conference in Algiers to fol
low Peiping's lead may have stirred some 
doubts in the minds of the Chinese Commu
nists about the effectiveness of their propa
ganda. 

Premier Chou En-lai in a speech last night 
complained about the use being made of 
Asian and Afri.can countries by the United 
states and others to sound out North Viet-

. nam on peace negotiations. 
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There have also been reports recently of a 

coolness in relations between Communist 
Ohina and North Korea, which once was one 
of Peiping's closest supporters in the ide
ological quarrel with Moscow. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 4, 1965] 
EXCERPTS FROM PEIPING DECLARATION URGING 

WORLD PEOPLE'S WAR To DESTROY UNITED 
STATES 
(PEIPING, September 3 (Reuters) .-Fol

lowing are excerpts. from an article by the 
Chinese Communist Defense Minister, Mar
shal Lin Piao, published in all major Chi
nese newspapers today and made available 
in English by Hsinhua, the official press 
agency.) · 

It was on the basis of the lessons derived 
from the people's wars in China that Com
rade Mao Tse-tung, using the simplest and 
most vivid language, advanced the famous 
thesis that "political power grows out of the 
barrel of a gun." 

He clearly pointed out: 
The seizure of power by armed force, the 

settlement of the issues by war, is the central 
task and the highest form of revolution. 
This Marxist-Leninist principle of revolu
tion holds good universally, for China and 
for all other countries. 

Wax Is the product of imperialism and the 
system of exploitation of man by man. 
Lenin said that "war is always and every
where begun by the exploiters themselves, by 
the ruling and oppressing classes." 

So long as imperialism and the system of 
exploitation of man by man exist, the im
perialists and reactionaries will invariably 
rely on armed force to maintain their reac
tionary rule and impose war on the oppressed 
nations and peoples. This is an objecrtive 
law independent of man's will. 
READINESS TO GO TO WAR IS MARXIST TOUCH

STONE 

In the last analysis, whether one dares to 
wage a tit-for-tat struggle agains.t armed 
aggression and suppression by the imperial
ists and their lackeys, whether one dares to 
fight a people's war against them means 
whether one dares to embark on revolution. 
This is the most .effective touchstone for dis
tinguishing genuine from fake revolution
aries and Marxist-Leninists. 

In view of the fact th.at some people were 
afflicted with the fear of the imperialists 
and reacttonaries, Comrade Mao Tse-tung 
put forward his famous thesis that "the im
perialists and all reactionaries are paper 
tigers." 

In appearance, the reactionaries are terri
fying but in reality they are not so powerful. 
From a long-term point of view, it is not 
the reactionaries but the people who are 
really powerful. 

The history of the people's war in China 
and othe countries provides conclusive evi
dence that the growth of the people's revo
lutionary forces from weak and small begin
nings into strong and large forces is a 
universal law of development of the class 
struggle, a universal law of development .of 
the people's war. A people's war inevitably 
meets with many difficulties, with ups and 
down and setbacks in the course of its de
velopment, but no force can alter its general 
trend toward inevitable triumph. 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung points out that we 
must despise the enemy strategically and 
take full account of him tactically. 

To despise the enemy strategically is an 
elementary requirement for a revolutionary. 
Without the courage to depise the enemy and 
without daring to win, it will be simply im
possible to make a revolution and wage a 
people's war, let alone to achieve victory. 

THESIS OF "PAPER TIGER" CALLED LIGHT OF 
TRUTH 

The imperialists are extremely afraid of 
Comrade Mao Tse-tung's thesis that "imperi
aUsm and the reactionaries are .paper tigeTs" 

and the revisionists are extremely hostile to 
it. They all oppose and attack this thesis 
and the Philistines follow suit by ridiculing 
it. But all this cannot in the least diminish 
its importance. The light of truth cannot be 
dimmed by anybody. 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung•s theory of the 
people's war solves not only the problem of 
daring to fight a people's war, but also that 
of how to wage it. 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung is a great states
man and military scientist, proficient at di
recting war in accordance with its laws. By 
the line and policies, the strategy and tactics 
he formulated for the people's war, he led 
the Chinese people in steering the ship of the 
people's war past all hidden reefs to the 
shores of victory ·in most compUcated and 
difficult conditions. 

It must be emphasized that Comrade Mao 
Tse-tung's theory of the establishment of 
rural revolutionary base areas and the en
circlement of cities from the countryside is of 
outstanding and universal practical impor
tance for the present revolutionary struggles 
of all the oppressed nations and peoples, and 
particularly for the revolutionary struggles 
of the oppressed nations and peoples in Asia, 
Africa, .and Latin America against imperial
ism and its lackeys. 

Many countries and peoples in Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America are now being sub
jected to aggression and enslavement on a 
serious scale by the imperialists headed by 
the United States and their lackeys. The 
basic political and economic conditions in 
many of these countries have many similari
ties to those that prevailed in old China. 
AS in China, the peasant question is ex
tremely important in these regions. The 
peasants constitute the main force of the 
national-democratic revolution against the 
imperialists and their lackeys. 

In committing aggression against these 
countries, the imperlalis.ts USJU.ally ·begin by 
seizing the big cities and the main lines of 
communication, but they are unable to b!ing 
the vast countryside completely under their 
control. The countryside, and the country
side alone, can provide the broad areas in 
which the revolutionaries can maneuver 
freely. 

The countryside, and the countryside 
alone, can provide the revolutionary bases 
from which the revolutionaries can go for
ward to final victory. Precisely for this rea
son, Comrade Mao Tse-tung's theory of 
establishing revolutionary base areas in the 
rural districts and encircling the cities from 
the countryside is attracting more and more 
attention among the people in these regions. 

Taking the entire globe, if North America 
and Western Europe can be called "the cities 
of the world," then Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America constitute "the rural areas of the 
world." 

Since World War II, the proletarian 
revolutionary movement has for various rea
sons been temporarily held back in the North 
American and West European capitalist 
countries, while the people's revolutionary 
movement in Asia, Africa, and Latin America 
has been growing vigorously. In a sense, the 
contemporary world revolution also presents 
a picture of the encirclement of cities by the 
rural areas. 

The October revolution in Russia opened 
up a new era in the revolution of the op
pressed nations. The victory of the October 
revolution built a bridge between the 
Socialist revolution of the proletariat of the 
West and the national-democratic revolu
tion of the colonial and semi-colonial coun
tries of the East. The Chinese revolution 
has successfully solved the problem of how 
to link up the national democratic with So
cialist revolution in the colonial and semi
colonial countries. 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung has pointed out 
that, in the epoch since the October revolu
tion, anti-imperialist revolution in any 

colonial or semicolonial counky is no 
longer part of the old bourgeois, or capital
ist world revolution, but is part of the new 
world revolution, the proletarian-Socialist 
world revolution. 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung has formulated a 
complete theory of the new democratic revo
lution. He indicated that this revolution, 
which is different from all others, can only 
be, nay must be, a revolution against im
perialism, feudalism, and bureaucrat capital
ism waged by the broad masses of the people 
under the leadership of the proletariat. 

This means that the revolution can only 
be, nay must be, led by the proletariat and 
the genuinely revolutionary party armed 
with Marxism-Leninism, and by no other 
class or party. 

This means that the revolution embraces 
in its ranks not only the workers, peasants, 
the urban petit bourgeoisie, but also the na
tional bourgeoisie and other patriotic and 
anti-imperialist democrats. 

This means, finally, that the revolutions 
directed against imperialism, feudalism, and 
bureaucrat capitalism. 

The new democratic revolution leads to 
socialism, and not to capitalism. 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung's theory of the new 
democratic revolution is the Marxist-Lenin
ism theory of uninterrupted revolution. 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung made a correct dis
tinction between the two revolutionary 
stages, i.e., the national-democratic and the 
Socialist revolutions, and he correctly and 
closely linked the two. The national-demo
cratic revolution is the necessary preparation 
for the Socialist revolution and the Socialist 
revolution is the inevitable sequel to the na
tional-democratic revolution. 

There is no great wall between the two 
revolutionary stages. But the Socialist revo
lution is only possible after the completion 
of the national-democratic revolution. The 
more thorough the national-democratic revo
lution, the better the conditions for the So
cialist revolution. 

MOSCOW REVISIONISTS SERVE IMPERIALISM 

The experience of the Chinese revolution 
shows that the tasks of the national-demo
cratic revolution can be fulfilled only 
through long and tortuous struggles. In this 
stage of revolution, imperialism and its 
lackeys are the principal enemy. 

In the struggle against imperialism and 
its lackeys, it is necessary to ally all anti
imperialist patriotic forces, including the 
national bourgeoisie, and all patriotic per
sonages. 

All those patriotic personages from among 
the bourgeoise and other exploiting classes 
who join the anti-imperialist struggle play 
a progressive historical role: they are not 
tolerated by imperialism but welcomed by 
the proletariat. 

The Khrushchev revisionists are now ac
tively preaching that socialism can be built 
without the proletariat and without a Com
munist Party. And they have cast the fun
damenal tenets of Marxism-Leninism to the 
four winds. The revisionists' purpose is 
solely to divert the oppressed nations from 
their struggle against imperialism and to 
sabotage their national-democratic revolu
tion, all in the service of imperialism. 

The Chinese revolution provides a success
ful lesson for making a thorough-going na
tional-democratic revolution under the lead
ership of the proletariat: it likewise pro
vides a successful lesson for the timely 
transition from the national democratic rev
olution to the Socialist revolution under the 
leadership of the proletariat. 

Ours is the epoch in which world capital
ism and imperialism are heading for their 
doom and socialism and communism are 
marching to victory. Comrade Mao Tse
tung's themy of people's war is not only a 
product of the Chinese revolution, but has 
also the characteristics of our epoch. The 
new experience gained in the people's revolu
tionary struggles in various countries since 
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World War II has provided continuous evi
dence that Mao Tse-tung's thought is a com
mon asset of the revolutionary people of the 
whole world. This is the great international 
significance of the thought of Mao Tse-tung. 

Since World War II, U.S. imperialism has 
stepped into the shoes of German, Japanese, 
and Ita lian fascism and has been trying to 
build a great American empire by dominat
ing and enslaving the whole world. It is the 
most rabid aggressor in human history and 
the most ferocious common enemy of the 
people of the world. 

Every peoR}e or country in the world that 
wants revolution, independence, and peace 
cannot but direct the spearhead of its strug
gle against U.S. imperialism. 

The U.S. imperialists' policy of seeking 
world domination makes it possible for the 
people throughout the world to unite all the 
forces that can be united and to form the 
broadest possible united front for a oonverg
ing attack on U.S. imperialism. 

At present, the main battlefield of the 
fierce struggle between the people of the 
world on the one side and U.S. imperialism 
and its lackeys on the other is the vast area 
of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. In the 
world as a whole, this is the area where the 
people suffer worst from imperialist oppres
sion and where imperialist rule is most vul-
nerable. · 

Since World War II, revolutionary storms 
have been rising in this area, and today they 
have become the most important force di
rectly pounding U.S. imperialism. 

The contradiction between the revolu
tionary peoples of Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America and the imperialists headed by the 
United States is the principal contradiction 
in the contemporary world. The develop
ment of this contradiction is promoting the 
struggle of the people of the whole world 
against U.S. imperialism and its lackeys. 

Since World War II and the succeeding 
years of revolutionary upsurge, there has 
been a great rise in the level of political 
consciousness and the degree of organization 
of the people in all countries, and the re
sources available to them for mutual support 
·and aid have greatly increased. The whole 
capitalist-imperialist system has become 
drastically weaker and is in the process of 
increasing convulsion and disintegration. 

U.S. imperialism is stronger, but also more 
vulnerable, than any imperialism of the past. 
It sets itself against the people of the whole 
world, including the people of the United 
States. Its human, military, material, and 
financial resources are far from sufficient 
for the realization of its ambition of domi
nating the whole world. 

When committing aggression in a foreign 
country, U.S. imperialism can only employ 
part of its forces, which are sent to fight 
an unjust war far from their native land 
and, therefore, have a low morale, and so U.S. 
imperialism is beset with great difficulties. 

The people subjected to its aggression are 
having a trial of strength with U.S. imperial
ism neither in Washington nor New York, 
neither in Honolulu nor Florida, but are 
fighting for independence and freedom on 
their own soil. 

Once they are mobilized on a broad scale, 
they will have inexhaustible strength. Thus, 
superiority will belong not to the United 
States but to the people subjected to its 
aggression. The latter, though apparently 
weak and small, are really more powerful 
than U.S. imperialism. 

The struggles waged by the different peo
ples against U.S. imperialism reinforce each 
other and merge into a worldwide tide of 
opposition to U.S. imperialism. The more 
successful the development of people's war 
in a given region, the larger the number of 
U.S. imperialist forces that can be pinned 
down and depleted there. 

When the U.S. aggressors are hard pressed 
in one place, they have no alternative but 

to loosen their grip on others. Therefore, 
the conditions become more favorable for the 
people elsewhere to wage struggles against 
U.S. imperialism and its lackeys. 

Everything is divisible. And so is this co
lossus of U.S. imperialism. It can be split up 
and defeated. The peoples of Asia, Africa, 
Latin America, and other regions can destroy 
it piece by piece, some striking at its head 
and others at its feet. That is why the great
est fear of U.S. imperialism is that people's 
wars will be launched in different parts of 
the world, and particularly in Asia, Africa~ 
and Latin America, and why it regards peo
ple's wars as a mortal danger. 

U.S. imperialism relies solely on its nu
clear weapons to intimidate people, but these 
weapons cannot save U.S. imperialism from 
its doom. Nuclear weapons cannot be used 
lightly. 

U.S. imperialism has been condemned by 
the people of the whole world for its tower
ing crime of dropping two atomic bombs on 
J apan. If it uses nuclear weapons again, 
it will become isolated in the extreme. 

Moreo»er, the U.S. monopoly of nuclear 
weapons has long been broken; U.S. imperi
alism has these weapons, but others have 
them, too. If it threatens other countries 
with nuclear weapons, U.S. imperialism will 
expose its own country to the same threat. 

For this reason, it will meet with strong 
opposition not only from the people else
where but also inevitably from the people 
in its own country. Even if U.S. imperial
ism brazenly uses nuclear weapons, it can
not conquer the people, who are indomitable. 

FIGHTING ON GROUND KEY TO VICTORY 

However highly developed modern weapons 
and technical equipment may be and how
ever complicated the methods of modern 
warfare, in the final analysis the outcome 
of a war will be decided by the sustained 
fighting of the ground forces, by the fight
ing at close quarters on battlefields, by the 
political consciousness of the men, by their 
courage and spirit of sacrifice. 

Here the weak points of U.S. imperialism 
will be completely laid bare, while the supe
riority of the revolutionary 'People will be 
brought into full play. The reactionary 
troops of U.S. imperialism cannot possibly 
be endowed with the courage and the spirit 
of sacrifice possessed by the revolutionary 
people. 

The spiritual atom bomb that the revolu
tionary people possess is a far more power
ful and useful weapon than the physical 
atom bomb. 

Vietnam is the most convincing example 
of a victim of aggression defeating U.S. im
perialism by a people's war. The United 
States has made South Vietnam a testing 
ground for the suppression of people's war. 
It has carried on this experiment for many 
years, and everybody can now see that the 
U.S. aggressors are unable to find a way of 
coping with a people's war. 

On the other hand, the Vietnamese people 
have brought the power of people's war into 
full play in their struggle against the U.S. 
aggressors. The U.S. aggressors are in danger 
of being swamped in the people's war in 
Vietnam. 

They are deeply worried that their defeat 
in Vietnam will lead to a chain reaction. 
They are expanding the war in. an attempt 
to save themselves from defeat. But the 
more they expand the war, the greater will be 
the chain reaction. The more they escalate 
the war, the heavier will be their fall and 
the more disastrous their defeat. 

The people in other parts of the world 
will see still more clearly that U.S. imperial~ 
ism can be defeated, and that what the Viet
namese people can do, they do, too. 

History has proved and will go on proving 
that the people's war is the most effective 
weapon against U.S. imperialism and its 
lackeys. All revolutionary people will learn 

to wage a people's war against U.S. imperial
ism and its lackeys. They will take up arms. 
learn to fight battles and become skilled in 
waging a people's war, though they have not 
done so before. 

U.S. imperialism, like a mad bull dashing 
from place to place, will finally be burned to 
ashes in the blazing fire of the people's wars 
it has provoked by its own actions. 

The Khrushchev revisionists have come to 
the rescue of U.S. imperialism just when it is 
most panic-stricken and helpless in its ef
forts to cope with the people's war. Work
ing hand in glove with the U.S. imperialists, 
they are doing their utmost to spread all 
kinds of arguments against the people's war, 
and wherever they can, they are scheming 
to undermine it by overt or covert means. 

RUSSIANS DENOUNCED FOR LACK OF FAITH 

The fundamental reason why the Khru
shchev revisionists are opposed to the peo
ple's war is that they have no faith in the 
masses and are afraid of U.S. imperialism, of 
war and of revolution. 

Like all other opportunists, they are blind 
to the power of the masses and do not be
lieve that the revolutionary people are ca
pable of defeating imperiaUsm. 

They submit to the nuclear blackmail of 
the U.S. imperialists and are afraid that, if 
the oppressed peoples and nations rise up to 
fight the people's wars or the people of So
cialist countries repulse U.S. imperialist ag
gression, U.S. imperialism will become in
censed, they themselves will become involved 
and their fond dream of Soviet-United States 
cooperation to dominate the world will be 
spoiled. 

Ever since Lenin led the Great October 
Revolution to victory, the experience of in
numerable revolutionary wars has borne out 
the truth that a revolutionary people who 
rise up with only their bare hands at the 
outset finally succeed in defeating the rul
ing classes who are armed to the teeth. 

The poorly armed have defeated the bet
ter armed. People's armed forces, beginning 
with only primitive swords, spears, rifles and 
hand grenades, have in the end defeated the 
imperialist forces armed with modern air
planes, tanks, heavy artillery and atom 
bombs. 

Guerrilla forces have ultimately defeated 
regular armies. "Amateurs" who were never 
trained in any military schools have even
tually defeated "professionals" graduated 
from military academies, and 'So on and so 
forth. 

Things stubbornly develop in a way that 
runs counter to the assertions of the revi
sionists, and facts are slapping them in . the 
face. 

The Khrushchev revisionists insist that a 
nation without nuclear weapons is incapable 
of defeating an enemy with nuclear weapons, 
whatever methods of fighting it may adopt. 

That is tantamount to saying that anyone 
without nuclear weapons is destined to come 
to grief, destined to be bullied and annihi
lated, and must either capitulate to the 
enemy when confronted with his nuclear 
weapons or come under the protection of 
some other nuclear power and submit to its 
beck and call. 

Isn't this the jungle law of survival par 
excellence? 

Isn't this helping the imperialists in their 
nuclear blackmail? Isn't this openly for
bidding people to make revolution? 

The Khrushchev revisionists assert that 
nuclear weapons and strategic rocket units 
are decisive while conventional forces are in
significant, and that a militia is just a heap 
of human flesh. 

For ridiculous reasons such a.s these, they 
oppose the mobilization of and reliance on 
the masses in the Socialist countries to get 
prepared to use the people's war against im
perialist aggression. 
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They have staked the whole future of their 

country on nuclear weapons and are engaged 
in a nuclear gamble with U.S. imperialism, 
-with which they are trying to strike a politi
cal deal. Their theory of military strategy is 
-the theory that nuclear weapons decide every
thing. 

Their line in army building is the bourgeois 
line which ignores the human factor and sees 
only the material factor and which regards 
technique as everything and politics as 
·nothing. 

The Khrushchev revisionists maintain that 
a single spark in any part of the globe may 
touch off a world nuclear conflagration and 
bring destruction to mankind. If this were 
true, our planet would have been destroyed 
time and time again. 

There have been wars of national libera
tion throughout the 20 years since World 
W ar II. But has any single one of them de
veloped into a world war? Isn't it true that 
the U.S. imperialists' plans for a world war 
have been upset precisely, thanks to the wars 
of national liberation in Asia, Africa, and 
·La tin America? 

By contrast, those who have done their ut
.most to stamp out the "sparks" of people's 
war have in fact encouraged U.S. imperialism 
in its aggressions and wars. 

The Khrushchev revisionists claim that if 
their general line of "peaceful coexistence, 
peaceful transition, and peaceful competi
tion" is followed, the oppressed will be liber
ated, and "a world without weapons, without 
.armed forces, and without wars" will come 
into being. 

But the inexorable fact is that imperialism 
and reaction headed by the United States are 
zealously priming their war machine and are 
daily engaged in sanguinary suppression of 
the revolutionary peoples and in the threat 
and use of armed force against independent 
countries. 

The kind of rubbish peddled by the Khru
shchev revisionists has already taken a great 
toll of lives in a number of countries. Are 
these painful lessons, paid for in blood, still 
insufficient? 

The essence of the general line of the 
Khrushchev revisionists is nothing other 
than the demand that all the oppressed peo
ples and nations and all the countries that 
nave won independence should lay down their 
arms and place themselves at the mercy of 
the U.S. imperialists and their lackeys who 
are armed to the teeth. 

"While magistrates are allowed to burn 
down houses, the common people are for
bidden even to light lamps." Such is the 
way of the imperialists and reactionaries. 
Subscribing to this imperialist philosophy, 
the Khrushchev revisionists shout that the 
Chinese people standing in the forefront of 
the fight for world peace: · 

"You are bellicose." 
Gentlemen, your abuse adds to our credit. 

.It is this very "bellicosity" of ours that helps 
to prevent imperialism from unleashing a 
world war. The people are "bellicose•' be
cause they have to defend themselves and 
because the imperialists and reactionaries 
force them to be so. 

It is also the imperialists and reaotionwies 
who have taught the people the arts of war. 
We are simply using revolutionary "belli
cosity" to cope with counterrevolutionary 
bellicosity. 

How can it be argued that the imperialists 
and their lackeys may kill people every
where, while the people must not strike back 
in self-defense or help one another? What 
kind of logic is this? 

The Khrushchev revisionists regard im
perialists like Kennedy and Johnson as "sen
sible" and describe us together with all those 
who dare to carry out armed defense against 
imperialist aggression as "bellicose." This 
has revealed the Khrushchev revisionists in 

.their true colors as the accomplices of im
perialist gangsters. 

WAR IS GREAT SCHOOL TO TEMPER PEOPLE 

We know that war brings destruction, sac
rifice, and suffering on the people. But the 
destruction, sacrifice, and suffering will be 
much greater if no resistance is offered to 
imperialist armed aggression and the people 
become willing slaves. 

The sacrifice of a small number of people 
in revolutionary wars is repaid by security 
for whole nations, whole countries, and even 
the whole of mankind; temporary suffering 
is repaid by lasting or even perpetual peace 
and happiness. 

War can temper the people and push his
tory forward. In t~is sense, war is a great 
school. 

In diametrical opposition to the Khru
shchev revisionists, the Marxist-Leninists 
and revolutionary people never take a 
gloomy view of war. 

Our attitude toward imperialist wars of 
aggression has always been clear cut. First, 
we are against them, and second, we are not 
afraid of them. We will destroy whoever 
attacks us. 

As for revolutionary wars waged by the 
oppressed nations and peoples, so far from 
opposing them, we invariably give them firm 
support and active aid. It has been so in 
the past, it remains so in the present, and, 
when we grow in strength as time goes on, 
we will give them still more support and aid 
in the future. 

It is sheer daydreaming for anyone to 
think that, since our revolution has been 
victorious, our national construction is forg
ing ahead, our national wealth is increasing, 
and our living conditions are improving, we 
too will lose our revolut ionary fighting will, 
abandon the cause of world revolution and 
discard Marxism-Leninism and proletarian 
internationalism. 

Of course, every revolution in a country 
stems from the demands of its own people. 
Only when the people in a country. are 
awakened, mobilized, organized, and armed 
can they overthrow the reactionary rule of 
imperialism and its lackeys through struggle; 
their role cannot be replaced or taken over 
by any people from outside. 

In this sense, revolution cannot be im
ported. But this does not exclude mutual 
sympathy and support on the part of revolu
tionary peoples in their struggles against the 
imperialists and their lackeys. Our support 
and aid to other revolutionary peoples serves 
precisely to help their self-reliant struggle. 

The propaganda of the Khrushchev revi
sionists against people's wa.r and the pub
licity they give to defeatism and capitula
tionism tend to demoralize and spiritually 

. disarm revolutionary people everywhere. 
These revisionists are doing what the 

United States imperialists are unable to do 
themselves and are rendering them great 
service; they have greatly encouraged U.S . 
imperialism in its war adventures. They 
have completely betrayed the Marxist-Lenin
ist revolutionary thoory of war and have be
come betrayers of people's war. 

To win the struggle against U.S. imperial
ism and carry the people's wars to victory, 
the Marxist-Leninists and revolutionary peo
ple throughout the world must resolutely 
oppose Khrushchev revisionism. 

Today, Khrushchev revisionism has a 
dwindling audience among the revolutionary 
people of the world. . 

Wherever there is armed aggression and 
suppression by imperialism and its lackeys, 
there are bound to be people's wars against 
aggression and oppression. It is certain that 
such wars will develop vigorously. This is 
an objective law independent of the will of 
either the U.S. imperialists or the Khru
shchev revisionists. 

The revolutionary people of the world will 
sweep away everything that stands 1n the 

way of their advance. Khrushchev is fin
ished. And the successors to Khrushchev re
visionism will fare no better. 

The imperialists, the reactionaries and the 
Khrushchev revisionists, who have all set 
themselves against people's war, will be 
swept like dust from the stage of history by 
the mighty broom of the revolutionary 
people. 

Great changes have taken place in China 
and the world in the 20 years since the vic
tory of the war of resistance against Japan, 
changes that have m ade the situation more 
favorable than ever for the revolutionary 
people of the world and more unfavorable 
than ever for imperiu.lism and its lackeys. 

When Japanese imperialism launched its 
war of aggression against China, the Chinese 
people had only a very small people's army 
and a very small revolutionary base. And 
they were up against the biggest military 
despot of the East. Yet even then, Comrade 
Mao Tse-tung said that the Chinese people's 
war could be won and that Japanese im
perialism could be defeated. 

Today, the revolutionary base areas of the 
peoples of the world have grown to un
precedented proportions, their revolutionary 
movement is surging as never before. Im
perialism is weaker than ever, and U.S. im
perialism, the chieftain of world imperial
ism, is suffering one defeat after another. 

We can say with ever greater confidence 
that the people's wars can be won and U.S. 
imperialism can be defeated in all countries. 

The peoples of the world now have the 
lessons of the October revolution, the anti
Fascist war, the Chinese's people's war of 
resistance and war of liberation, the Korean 
people's war of resistance to U.S. aggression, 
the Vietnamese people's war of liberation 
and their war of resistance to U.S. aggression, 
and the people's revolutionary armed strug
gles in many other countries. 

Provided each people studies these lessons 
well and creatively integrates them with the 
concrete practice of revolution in their own 
country, there is no doubt that the revolu
tionary peoples of the world will stage still 
more powerful and splendid dramas in the 
theater of people's war in their countries 
and that they will wipe off the earth once 
and for all the common enemy of all the 
peoples, U.S. imperialism, and its lackeys. 
PEIPING VOWS TO SUPPORT VIETCONG UNTIL 

VICTORY 

The struggle of the Vietnamese people 
against U.S. aggression and for national sal
vation is now the focus of the struggle of the 
people of the world against U.S. aggression. 

The determination of the Chinese people 
to support and aid the Vietnamese people 
in their struggle against U.S. aggression and 
for national salvation is unshakable. No 
matter what U.S. imperialism may do to ex
pand its war adventure, the Chinese people 
will do everything in their power to support 
the Vietnamese people until every single one 
of the U.S. aggressors is driven out of Viet
nam. 

The U.S. imperi·alists are now clamoring for 
another trial of strength with the Chinese 
people, for another large-scale ground war on 
the Asian mainland. 

If they insist on following in the footsteps 
of the Japanese Fascists, well then, they may 
do so, if they please. The Chinese people 
definitely have ways of their own for coping 
with a. U:S.-imper.ialist wa.r of aggression. 

Our methods are not secret. The most im
portant one is still mobilization of the peo
ple, reliance on the people, making every 
one a soldier and waging a people's war. 

We want to tell the U.S. imperialists once 
again that the vast ocean of several hundred 
million Chinese people in arms will be more 
than enough to submerge your few million 
aggressive troops. 

If you dare to impose war on us, we shall 
gain freedom of action. It will then not be 
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up to you to decide how the war will be 
fought. We shall fight in the ways most ad
vantageous to us to destroy the enemy and 
wherever the enemy can be most easily 
destroyed. 

Since the Chinese people were able to 
destroy the Japanese aggressors 20 years ago, 
they are certainly still more capable of fin
ishing off the U.S. aggressors today. 

The naval and air superiority you boast 
about cannot intimidate the Chinese people 
and neither can the atom bomb you brandish 
at us. 

If you want to send troops, go ahead. The 
more the better. We will annihilate as many 
as you can send, and can even give you 
receipts. 

The Chinese peop•le are a great, valiant 
people. We have the courage to shoulder the 
heavy burden of combating U.S. imperialism 
and to contribute our share in the struggle 
for final victory over this most ferocious 
enemy of the people of the world. 

It must be pointed out in all seriousness 
that after the victory of the war of resistance, 
Taiwan was returned to China. The occupa
tion of Taiwan by U.S. imperialism is abso
lutely unjustified. Taiwan Province is an 
inalienable part of Chinese territory. The 
U.S. imperialists must get out of Taiwan. 
The Chinese people are determined to lib
erate Taiwan. 

In commemorating the 20th anniversary 
of victory in the war of resistance against 
Japan, we must also point out in all solem
nity that the Japanese militarists fostered 
by U.S. imperialism will certainly receive still 
severer punishment if they ignore the firm 
opposition of the Japanese people and the 
people of Asia, again indulge in their 
pipedreams. 

U.S. imperialism is preparing a world war. 
But can this save it from its doom? World 
War I was followed by the birth of the 
Socialist Soviet Union. World War II was 
followed by the emergence of a series of 
Socialist countries and many nationally in
dependent countries. 

If the U.S. imperialists should insist on 
launching a third world war, it can be stated 
categorically that many more hundreds of 
millions of people will turn to socialism; the 
imperialists will then have little room left 
on the globe; and it is possible that the whole 
structure of imperialism will collapse. 

We are optimistic about the future of the 
world. We are confident that the people will 
bring to an end the epoch of wars in human 
history. 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung pointed out long 
ago that war, this monster, "will be finally 
eliminated by the progress of human society. 
And in the not too distant future, too. But 
there is only one way to eliminate it and that 
is to oppose war wfth war, to oppose counter
revolutionary war with revolutionary war." 

All peoples suffering from U.S. imperialist 
aggression, oppression and plunder, unite. 

Hold aloft the just banner of people's war 
and fight for the cause of world peace, na
tional liberation, people's democracy and 
socialism. 

Victory will certainly go to the people of 
the world. 

Long live the victory of people's war. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
Sept. 5, 1965] 

PEIPING WARNS HANOI ON TALKS-JOHNSON'S 
PEACE PLEAS DENOUNCED 

(By Stanley Karnow) 
In a shrill denunci·ation of President John

son's recent appeals for peace in Vie·tnam, 
Communist China yesterday appeared to be 
exerting pressure on North Vietnam to resist 
a negotiated settlement of the war. 

The Chinese statement, contained in a 
New China News Agency report received here, 
declared that the adminis-tration's new peace 
offensive is a "sinister scheme." Its pur-

pose, the statement continued, is to lay a 
"peace smokescreen" over Vie·tnam in order 
to shroud U.S. "preparations for fighting a 
Korean-type war there." 

One passage seemed almost wholly di
rec-ted at North Vietna;m. It warned that the 
United States is cre•ating the "false impres
sion" that it wishes to discuss proposals ad
vanced by Hanoi and revive the 1954 Geneva 
agreement as the basis for a Vietnam settle
ment. 

"But," said Peiping, "such tricks of John
son's can deceive no one." 

"SIGNALS" FROM HANOI 
Peiping's strong words emerged at a time 

when faint and somewhat elusive signals 
appear to indicate that the North Vietnamese 
may be modifying their barga ining position. 

One such signal was discernible in Moscow 
on Thursday when the North Vietnamese 
Ambassador to the Soviet Union, Nguyen 
Van Kinh, delivered a speech in which he 
omitted the usual demand that U.S. troops 
be withdrawn from South Vietnam. That de
mand was one of four conditions for nego
tiation issued by Hanoi in April. 

In private conversation, North Vietnamese 
officials are known to have taken a supple 
position on the question of American forces 
in SOuth Vietnam. Kinh's speech is believed 
to be the first time a Vietnamese Commu
nist has not raised the question in publicly 
discussing a settlement of the conflict. 

But if the North Vietnamese have eased 
their public stance on that point, Peip:ing 
apparently has not. In their statement yes
terday, the Chinese insisted that the only 
way out of Vietnam for ~he United States is 
"to end its a,ggression and withdraw all its 
troops." 

OFFERS FOR CONTINUING WAR 
The Chinese are also said to be offering 

more tangible inducements to Hanoi to con
tinue its resistance to peace overtures. 
Among these, it is reported, are offers to re
build North Vietnamese bridges anad other 
installations destroyed by U.S. air attacks. 

Peiping's interest in continuing the Viet
nam war fits into the Chinese Communist 
blueprint for world revolution, most recently 
enunciated by Marshal Lin Piao, the. Chinese 
Defense Minister. 

As he outlined it, the United States and 
Western Europe eventually will be encircled 
through revolutionary wars in Asia, Africa, 
and Latin America. The war in Vietnam, he 
said, is the present focus of that global 
struggle. 

IDEOLOGICAL DIFFERENCES 
An aspect of the dispute between Red 

China and the Soviet Union evolved out of 
their divergent views on revolutionary war. 
Peiping ridiculed former Premier Khru
shchev's assertion that "a single spark on 
any part of the globe may touch off a world 
nuclear conflagration and bring destruction 
to mankind." 

Against that background the Chinese are 
currently criticizing the Russians for not 
taking a sufficiently belligerent line on Viet
nam. And criticism of the Russians can be 
construed as an indirect warning to Hanoi 
to ignore Soviet advice. 

• • • 
At the same time, Peiping warned that the 

United States is turning to certain Asian 
and African states "to bring pressure to bear 
upon the Vietnamese people to force peace 
talks on them:" 

VETERANS ORGANIZATIONS UNAN
IMOUS IN SUPPORT OF COLD WAR 
GI BILL 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

I would like to call to the attention of 
my colleagues the September 9, 1965, is-

sue of the Stars and Stripes, in its lead 
article on page 1. In one small sub
head under the headline, this newspaper 
sums up the entire story of the cold war 
GI bill when they state, "Veteran Groups 
Favor Measure; VA and Department of 
Defense Oppose." 

This simple statement is representa
tive of the fate of the cold war GI bill, 
as the people's voices, the organizations 
of veterans, and the citizens of this ·coun
try all favor this proposal, but it has 
become the victim of sabotage by govern
mental agencies who slow-drag, block, 
and vehemently oppose a proposal to 
benefit the very people these agencies are 
set 'up to protect. The supposed voice of 
the American soldier, the Department of 
Defense, the supposed protector of vet
erans' rights, the Veterans' Administra
tion, are the stumbling blocks against 
the cold war GI bill. 

I think it is time that the interest of 
the people, of the soldier, and of the vet
eran, should overshadow the shallow op
position of the Government agencies and 
the cold war GI bill be enacted into law. 

To illustrate some of the forces be
hind this bill, I ask unanimous consent 
that the short article, complete with 
headlines, from the Star's and Stripes 
of Thursday, September 9, 1965, be print
ed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HEARINGS BEGIN ON COLD WAR GI BILL-VET

ERAN GROUPS FAVOR MEASURE, VA AND 
DEPARTMIENT OF DEFENSE OPPOSE 
As hearings opened before the House Vet

erans Affairs Commit tee on the GI cold war 
bill, already passed by the Senate, representa
tives of veterans' organizat ions were unani
mous in support of the bill. The only 
opposition registered was that by the Depart
ment of Defense and the Veterans' Adminis
tration. 

Spokesman for the legisla tion were repre
sentatives of the American Legion, the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, the American Vet
erans Committee, and the Association of Reg
ular Army Sergeants. Also appearing was 
Representative GEORGE GRIDER, of Tennessee, 
testifying in favoa.- of the provisions of the
bill. Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, Of Texas, 
sponsor of the legishtion in the Senate, sub
mitted a statement setting forth his views as 
to the need for the legislation. 

WHEAT SALES ON THE WORLD 
MARKET 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, r 
would like to call to the attention of my· 
colleagues an editorial which appeared 
in the Fargo Forum, Fargo, N. Dak., on 
September 10, 1965, entitled "Maritime 
Unions Prevent U.S. Wheat Farmers. 
From Selling on World Markets." 

The editorial in part states: 
Cargo rates in American flag vessels are· 

higher than rates offered by foreign vessels, 
and this requirement has the effect of rais
ing the cost of American wheat by at least 
10 to 15 cents a bushel. So Russia and its. 
!allies buy wheat from Canada for gold. 
Canadian farmers are being urged to raise· 
all the wheat they can, while the U.S. Con
gress debates a farm bill that is intended to· 
continue controls over American wheat pro
duction in an effort to keep our surplus. 
production from overflowing our storage
bins. 
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The Fargo Forum presents a logical 

and irrefutable argument for the ter
mination of these shipping rules. The 
maritime workers gain nothing by this 
position, the American farmers lose a 
market, and the .taxpaye.rs pay to store 
our surplus. Further, these cash sales 
.are a valuable contribution to our bal
ance of payments. 

I have joined with other farm State 
Senators in an appeal to the President 
and Secretary Connor to end this un
tenable policy. I will support legisla
tion to accomplish this. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the Fargo Forum editorial 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
MARITIME UNIONS PREVENT U.S. WHEAT 

FARMERS FROM SELLING ON WORLD MAR
KET 
Once again the American .maritime unions, 

notably left wing in their thinking, and the 
ultraconservative wing of American political 
thought are working together to deprive the 
1J.S. wheat farmer of a chance to sell his 
product on the world market. 

They are adamant against letting Amer
ican grain interests sell wheat to the East 
Ewopean nations, including Russia, unless 
50 percent of the exports are shipped in 
American-flag vessels. 

Cargo rates in American-flag vessel.s are 
higher than rates offered by foreign vessels, 
and this requirement has the effect of raising 
the cost of American wheat by at least 10 
to 15 cents a bushel. So Russia and its al
lies buy wheat from Canada for gold. Cana
dian farmers are being urged to raise all the 
wheat they can, while the U.S. Congress de
bates a farm bill that is intended to continue 
controls over American wheat production in 
an effort to keep our surplus production from 
overflowing our storage bins. 

Even if President Johnson or the Congress · 
lifted the requirement for shipping half the 
wheat sold to Eastern Europe in American
flag vessels, there is considerable doubt that 
U.S. maritime workers would load the wheat. 

Victor Riesel, a labor news reporter-colum
nist, recently interviewed Teddy Gleason, 
leader of 60,000 longshoremen. Gleason said 
it would take the U.S. Marines to get grain 
loaded onto any ship, American or foreign, in 
any U.S. port if U.S. shippers did not get half 
the business. 

Riesel added: "And unless Gleason's follow
ers load that grafn, it won't get into the 
cargo holds. If the marines handle it, the 
American ships won't sail because their crews 
belong to Paul Hall's militant Seafarers, or 
the National Maritime Union. If the Gov
ernment ma.ns the ships, the marine engi
neers will strike again." 

So labor won't let the American farmer en
ter the world wheat market without put
ting out its fist first and demanding a cut. 
And the same labor organizations-through 
their Congressmen--are the first to complain 
about the high cost of farm subsidies which 
are intended only to give the farmer a fair 
return for his product. 

The maritime blockade against the farmer 
makes a mockery of the Great Lakes seaway 
which gave the Great Plains farmer an out
let to the world markets. 

ORGANIZATION OF CONGRESS 
STUDY 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 
fortunately for the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress. its mem
bers have had available to them the ideas 

of some of the scholars who are par
ticipating in a 2-year study of Congress 
sponsored by the American Political Sci
ence Association. The study is being 
done under a $230,000 grant made to 
the association by the Carnegie Corp. Its 
director is Dr. Ralph K. Huitt, professor 
of political science at the University of 
Wisconsin. 

Although the study was begun only 
last fall and is not complete, it was of 
value to us to hear some of the men 
who are working on studies of various 
aspects of the organization, procedure 
and operation of Congress. About 15 
studies are being made by individual 
scholars who already have done research 
and had firsthand experience on Capitol 
Hill. The individuals will be free to 
recommend changes as they please, Dr. 
Huitt has told us, contradicting each 
other if they desire. There will be no 
official list of recommendations by the 
study itself. 

One of the scholars participating is 
Dr. James A. Robinson, an outstanding 
young man with whom I have had the 
opportunity to work. He also obtained 
one of his degrees at the University of 
Oklahoma. In addition to his work on 
the American Political Science . Associa
tion's longer study, he has been 1 of 13 
political scientists working on a summer 
project now nearly complete. The latter 
study was sponsored by tne American 
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Re
search and is intended to stimulate new 
thought about the role of Congress in 
the Federal system. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD at this point a short sketch 
outlining some of Jim Robinson's back
ground. 

There being no objection, the bio
graphical sketch was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

JAMES A. ROBINSON 
James A. Robinson is a professor of polit

ical science at the Ohio State University 
who is very much interested in the ques
tion how congressional processes and pro
cedures affect policy decisions reached by 
Congress. For the American Political 
Science Association's study of Congress, Rob
inson will employ a rather elaborate statis
tical approach which he hopes will give some 
answers which cannot be had by the slower 
process of individual case studies. 

Dr. Robinson received his bachelor's de
gree from George Washington University 
and his master's degree from the University 
of Oklahoma. He is a Northwestern Univer
sity Ph. · D. He taught political science at 
Northwestern from 1958 until 1964, when he 
went to Ohio State University as a full pro
fessor of political science. 

In 1957- 58, Dr. Robinson was a congres
sional fellow of the American Political 
Science Association. He served in the offices 
of Representative A. S. J. Carnahan, Demo
crat, of Missouri, and with the Subcommittee 
on International Finance of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, of which Senator 
MONRONEY was then chairman. This experi
ence led to the research which resulted in 
his book "Congress and Foreign Policy Mak
ing." He has also published "The House 
Rules Committee" as well as numerous 
scholarly articles. 

Dr. Robinson's rapid assent from instructor 
to fl,lll professor in 6 years is most unusual 
and reflects the kind of drive and intellectual 
energy which has made him an outstanding 
young professor of political science. 

FIGHTING VENEREAL DISEASE 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, in this 

day of modern medical advances, it is 
particularly distressing when human be
ings suffer needlessly with diseases for 
which there is a cheap and effective cure. 
Yet. the rate of venereal disease is on the 
rise. Indeed, the American Medical As
sociation has termed VD the Nation's 
most urgent communicable disease prob
lem. This is indeed a needless tragedy, 
since both syphilis and gonorrhea are 
eradicab1e if all those carrying the dis
ease receive timely treatment. 

Venereal disease is especially a problem 
in this city of Washington. Mr. Presi
dent. I aslk unanimous consent to insert 
at the conclusion of my remarks an edi
torial which appeared in the Washington 
Star of September 3, entitled "The VD 
Menace," and an editorial from the New 
York Times of the same day, on the gen
eral problem of venereal disease. 

In an effort to combat the menace of 
venereal disease, I have introduced a bill, 
S. 1081, to require a laboratory test for 
syphilis before the issuance of a marriage 
license in the District of Columbia. Such 
a requirement would provide a simple and 
easy method of detecting venereal dis
ease, and preventing further venereal 
disease infection. Such a requirement 
would be an eminently sensible procedure 
to augment the campaign against vene
real disease which the District of Colum
bia Health Department is now conduct
ing. 

The senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsE], the chairman of the Public 
Health. Education, and Welfare, and 
Safety Subcommittee of the Senate Dis
trict of Columbia Committee, has held 
hearings on S. 1081. It is my hope that 
this bill will be acted on at an early date. 
Together with the intensive program of 
treatment without charge which the 
health department is carrying on, and a 
campaign of public education in the haz
ards of venereal disease, the bill should 
be successful in combating the scourge 
of venereal disease in the District of Co
lumbia. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Star, Sept. 3, 1965] 

THE VD MENACE 
It is grim irony that penicillin, the cure 

for both syphilis and gonorrhea, has been 
available for 23 years, yet the rate of vene
real disease is on the rise. 

The situation is so critical now, in fact, 
that the American Medical Association teriDS 
VD the Nation's most urgent communicable 
disease problem. 

VD is infecting 1.1 million Americans a 
year. Cases of infectious syphilis have 
nearly trebled in the past 5 years. In young 
persons, the incidence of new cases of gonor
rhea is on the increase at nearly the same 
pace. 

As the Star reported recently, the District 
continues to lead both States and compa
rable cities in VD, despite a flood of pam
phlets and information prograiDS that have 
been promoted here for many years. 

This is a shocking situation, ren
dered all the more tragic by the availability 
of medicine and knowledge for control of 
these diseases. When asked why the rate 
is climbing, after a highly successful anti
VD drive in the 1950's, physicians cite public 
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apathy, the increasing use of alcohol con
tributing to sexual promiscuity, and the 
spread of homosexuality, itself a morbid 
symptom. 

But the greatest single cause seems to 
be that young people have not been ade
quately warned about the hazards of these 
diseases. A Victorian prudery still bans the 
subject of VD prevention from discussion in 
many public schools. 

The AMA this month has launched a na
tionwide campaign through pamphlets, pos
ters, and other media to encourage preven
tive measures and treatment. The program 
deserves wholehearted support. VD is not 
only a matter of medicine but of education. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 3, 1965] 
FIGHTING VD 

The American Medical Association's deci
sion to mount a national drive against vene
real diseases is a necessary response to a fast
worsening situation. Public Health Service 
statistics show that newly reported cases of 
both syphilis and gonorrhea have been rising 
for almost a decade. The magnitude of the 
problem is suggested by the estimate that 
over a million Americans are infected with 
venereal disease each year. Its urgency for 
the future is underlined by the fact that 
infectious syphilis is most prevalent among 
teenagers and young adults. 

Prudery and reticence are still major ob
stacles to checking VD. Both syphilis and 
gonorrhea are curable through the use of 
penicillin and other antibiotics. They are 
eradicable if all those carrying the diseases 
receive adequate and timely treatment. The 
military services long ago created an efficient 
system of prophylaxis to protect soldiers, 
sailors, and airmen. 

The more basic problem of morality is a 
more difficult--and perhaps insoluble--one. 
We live in a go-go-go civilization in which 
too many look upon restraint and continence 
as "square." Young people and adults alike 
are assailed from many sides by sexual 
stimulants deliberately employed for com
mercial purposes. Homosexuality-a very 
substantial source of venereal infection-is 
now flaunted more openly and praised more 
publicly than in earlier decades. The rising 
tide of VD is one of the consequences of 
these trends, even though medical research 
has made it needless if available resources 
are fully used. 

NONTARIFF OBSTACLES TO THE 
FREE EXCHANGE OF GOODS AND 
CAPITAL 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, there is a 

growing realization among the major 
trading countries of the world that non
tariff obstacles to the free exchanges of 
goods and capital are as every bit re
strictive as tariffs. 

The magazine European Community, 
in its July and August editions, featured 
articles dealing with nontariff techniques 
that are used to restrict trade between 
the United States and Europe. 

To quote the introductory paragraph 
of the August article: 

Nontariff obstacles to trade are older than 
tariff obstacles. They are as old as inter
national trade itself. They may, in fact. be 
the last ditch of protectionism wherever a 
country or group of countries wishes to pro
tect a product or maintain a particular posi
tion against foreign competition. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these two informative articles 
from European Community be inserted 
into the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the wide 

variety of protectionist devices that can 
be and are being used to inhibit the free 
flow of trade between the United States 
and Europe makes one fully aware of the 
great difficulties that lie ahead of us as 
we try to liberalize trade channels with 
the Common Market and other European 
countries. 

And we must not forget the political 
differences that exist between us and our 
European allies. 

A better political understanding would 
undoubtedly ease the solution of the eco
nomic and technical problems. 

On the other hand, a greater effort at 
accommodation in the area of economic 
policy, for example, modification of some 
of the nontariff barriers to trade, would 
no doubt help ease the political situation. 

I commend to the attention of my 
colleagues these two interesting and in
formative articles. 

EXHIBIT 1 
EUROPEANS WEIGH U.S. NONTARIFF OBSTACLES 

TO TRADE-KENNEDY ROUND FILE LISTS 

CusTOMS VALUING. BUY AMERICAN ACT 

(The following article is the first of two 
reprinted in part from Opera Mundi-Europe 
(No. 301, Apr. 22, 1965) published by the 
Times Publishmg Co. Ltd., London. This 
article concerns European objections to non
tariff obstacles to trade in the United States. 
The U.S. criticisms of European obstacles 
will be presented in the August issue of Eu
ropean Community.) 

Economic nationalism, in the classic form 
of protection, is not yet dead; this much at 
least is evident from the slow pace of prepa
rations for the Kennedy round of negotia
tions on nontariff (and semitariff) obstacles 
to international trade. President Kennedy's 
Trade Expansion Act may even have 
strengthened rather than weakened the laws 
which protect the United States commer
cially. 

The Six's first reaction was to try to estab
lish common principles and a joint procedure 
for protecting the Common Market against 
unfair trading practices by nonmembers, in 
order that the Community should be armed 
with means of defense equal to those which 
the United States has available. It would 
obviously have improved the Six's negotiat
ing position to have had a common trade 
policy, but the proposal which the Commis
sion laid before the Council of Ministers on 
November 26, 1963, has still not been adopted. 

BRITAIN SUPPORTS SIX 

The Six may not be agreed on what they 
want to do, but they are quite clear what 
they want to demolish-the barriers erected 
by other countries, especially the United 
States. At GATT meetings, they have found 
a powerful ally in Great Britain. The Com
mon Market Commission has drawn up a 
complete inventory of measures applied by 
the biggest parties to the negotiations. The 
American file is the thickest. 

Its first chapter concerns customs classifi
cation and nomenclature. In 1950 many of 
the industrial countries adopted the Brus
sels Convention, which includes a definition 
of customs value and lays down a uniform 
method of assessment and the principles to 
be applied, based on a standard nomencla
ture with a limited number of items. The 
United States never signed it, and has re
tained tariffs with very complicated headings 
and widely varying rates of duty. 

This has meant that the exporter has often 
been left in doubt how much duty he will 
have to pay-a doubt which has been made 

worse by arbitrary changes of classification~ 
The other countries have little hope that. 
America will speedily adopt the Brussels no
menclature and other standards, but they do 
ask that the Americans should try to make 
their nomenclature clearer and better clas
sified, so as not to take exporters by sur
prise. 

U.S. CUSTOMS VALUING BASIS DIFFERS 

Assessing customs values is another source
of argument. Under the Brussels Conven
tion c.i.f. (cost, insurance, freight) prices are 
generally adopted for contracts of sale, but 
the American system divides goods into three 
groups, each with a different basis of cus
toms assessment: 

Group I: For the majority of items the 
customs value is •based on the f.o.b. (free on 
board) price. 

Group II: For some 500 products or cate
gories of products, which are set out in a list 
issued by the Treasury Department under 
date January 20, 1958, the customs value 
is the same as the value in the home market 
of the exporting country (domestic consump
tion price) or the export value (f.o.b. price) 
when the latter is higher. 

Group III: For organic chemical products 
and some others (rubber soled shoes, clams 
in tins, knitted woolen gloves and mittens 
whose value does not exceed $1.75 per dozen 
pairs) , the value •is based on ·the A.s.p.-Amell'
ican selling •price, that is the wholesale price 
in the United States of the e<:•mpeting Ameri
can product (as judged by the American 
industry itself--editor), including all ex
penses and profits of sale. The effect of this 
method is that the U.S. customs can refuse to 
accept an invoice price or a price assessed by 
experts and refer simply to the price on the 
American market. 

Unquestionably, disparities one way or the 
other will subsist and will sometimes be con
siderable for as long as the xnain industrial 
countries, including the United States, fail 
to apply a common method of assessing 
customs values. There seems no reason why 
they should not adopt the simplest one, 
which is the Brussels Convention. 

A.S .P. RAISES IMPORT PRICE 

The A.s.p. basis mentioned in group m 
above amounts to raising thE· import price 
considerably (by anything from once to twice 
or three times that figure) and thus the 
amount of customs duty according to the 
American tariff. The system is entirely con
trary to the rules laid down in GATT (the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade), 
article VII, ii (c) which says, among other 
things, that the customs value should not be 
based on the value of similar goods produced 
in the importing country. · · 

Taking dyes, for instance, the American 
customs assessment depends on the standard 
of strength which, in turn, is based on the 
position before July 1, 1914. The effective 
rate of customs duty for synthetic dyes is 
thus double, and sometimes even triple, · the 
duty appearing in the American tariff. The 
Six, therefore, consider that the best solution 
would be to harmonize cust oms assessments 
on the basis of the Brussels Convention. 

The British, who are large exporters of 
organic chexnical products, correctly point 
out that the American system of excessive 
protection, which was devised some decades 
ago to protect a young chemical industry, 
is quite unsuitable for today's huge and 
highly competitive America.n chemical in
dustry, whose production is to a considerable 
extent based on oil derivatives obtained from 
cheap raw materials. The present system 
often pushes up the duties to absolutely 
prohibitive levels, sometimes as high as 120 
percent, especially for dyes ready for use. 
The British therefore agree with the Six in 
asking for the Amercan system to be ended. 

ANTIDUMPING MEASURES QUESTIONED 

The second chapter of the file on Ameri
can protection relates to nontariff barriers, 
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and first and fore.most to dumping. The 
Six would like to bring in a common pro
cedure for antidumping measures, based on 
article VI of GATT (appreciation of the le~al
ity of unilateral action by a contractmg 
party) . The difficulty in doing this comes 
from the varied nature of the practices in 
force, especially those applie<:l before the 
existence of dumping is recogmzed. 

The United States has had an antidump
ing act since 1921 which allows the admin
istration, as soon as it is informed of a case 
of dumping, to set in train a procedure charg
ing the dumping goods with an additional 
duty, calculated on the difference between 
the original price and the ~port price, 
which is sometimes enough to discourage the 
exporter. This legislation has recently been 
made more flexible, especially by abolishing 
retroactive application of antidumping duty 
by allowing full examination of the files and 
publication of the documents which, until 
now, had been examined separately and con
fidentially. 

But the main part of the procedure re
mains in force and it has had very unfavor
able effects on exports to America. Assess
ment of the customs value can be suspended 
by the Treasury Department as soon as it 
suspects a case of dumping, even when no 
proof of damage has been submitted. The 
inquiries alone are harmful to the suspected 
European exporters (since in order to gain 
satisfaction, they must agree to making their 
files publi<?--<editor) and no coun.tcy' in 
Europe ruses any procedilll"e of this kind. 

The American customs law (art. 303) also 
conflicts at two points with the rules laid 
down in article VI of· GATT. It empowers 
the administration to charge compensating 
duties: 

When export subsidies and production sub
sidles are granted by private organizations 
(through agreements, trade associations, etc.> 
in the exporting country; while the GATT 
regulations only apply to Government subs!-
&~ uf 

Even when the American industry has s -
fered no serious harm; while GATT requires 
proof of serious damage before. compensating 
duties may be applied. 

This special provision has seldom been ap
plied on industrial goods, but it often has 
been on agricultural products. 

BUY AMERICAN ACT CRITICIZED 

In the United States, Government buying 
1s subject to the Buy American Act which 
came into force in 1933 and authorizes .the 
Government to give an American firm pref
erence over a foreign one, even if it costs 
from 6 percent to 12 percent more (according 
to the rate of unemployment in the area 
concerned) on condition that the value of 
American materials used in the work is not 
less than 50 percent of the total cost. 

For a long time, this national preference 
was applied only to goods intended for use 
within the United States, but under the 
Kennedy administration the Defense De
partment extended it to purchases of goods 
for use abroad, in consequence of the adverse 
oalance-of-payments position. Since . July 
1962, the margin of preference has been 50 
percent whether the goods are used at home 
or abroad. 

The Buy American Act threatens to nullify 
the tariff concessions for articles purchased 
by the American Government. To allow 
home suppliers to obtain the contract when 
their prices are not more than 50 percent 
higher than those of foreign suppliers prac
tically amounts to authorizing the applica
tion of an additional 50 percent customs 
duty on imported goods. What is more, the 
psychological effects of this legislation are 
so great that in many cases possible sup
pliers do not quote at all, believing that their 
chances of success are very small. 

Since the margin of preference was raised 
to 50 percent for orders relating to national 
defense, British industry has given up quot-

ing for contracts for $35 million and up, of 
which the.re have been 30 in heavy electrical 
equipment sector alone. Now the Common 
Market and Britain · are asking the United 
States to consider whether they will not 
abolish this discrimination. 

ASME CODE DRAWS FIRE 

Then. there are the administrative and 
technical regulations, several of which have 
been po-inted out at Geneva as harmful. 
First of these is the code of ASME-the 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers. 
Some States and some local authorities re-. 
quire boilers and containers for liquid gas 
under pressure used in their area to comply 
with the code. Several States stipulate that 
the inspector responsible for checking them 
should be a State employee affiliated to 
ASME, which, however, follows a policy of de
clin.ing to approve manufactur€rs outside 
the United States and Canada, in order not 
to cheapen the significance of the code. In 
Britain, for instance, there are several in
spectors approved by the United States Na
tional Board of Boilers and Pressure Vessels 
Inspectors, but ASME does not wish to 
admit this and several British firms which 
have tried to get American orders have run 
up against ASME's veto. 

High pressure gas cylinders intended for 
the United States have to conform to the 
specification for unsoldered gas cylinders 
laid down by the Commission for Interstate 
Trade. Since inspection and trials have to 
be carried out in America, this provision 
prevents fore.ign goods entering American 
territory. In this case, as in the previous 
one, the British are asking for ins:pection to 
be made in Britain as well as in the United 
States. 

Finally, American legislation prohibits (on 
pain of confiscation) any foreign-built 
dredger to dredge in America unless it is 
registered . there, but foreign-built ships are 
only registered if they are intended exclu
sively for trading with foreign countries. 
In other words, foreign-built dredgers can
not be registered ,in the United States and 
dredge there, so they cannot be sold there 
at all. At least one British firm has received 
inquiries from American firms interested in 
buying dredgers, but the restrictions have 
prevented them from getting any orders. 

This is the kind of case which the Com
munity (represented by the EEC Commis
sion) and Britain are preparing for their ne
gotiations with the United States on non
tariff and semitariff obstacles to trade (the 
American selling price and the AntidU!Illlping 
Act have an effect on tariffs) . 

AI though such obstacles are more serious 
in the United States than in Europe, they do 
exist in the Common Market and the Ameri
cans in particular complain about them. 
There are also obstacles in some 01ther coun
tries which affect international trade, and 
these will be considered in a later article. 

EUROPEAN NONTARIFF OBSTACLES TO TRADE 
CRITICIZED-UNITED STATES OBJECTS TO 

QUOTAS, CUSTOMS VALUING AND INDIRECT 

TAXES 

(The following article is reprinted in part 
from Opera Mundi-Europe (No. 302, Apr. 
29, 1965) published by the Times Publishing 
Co., Ltd., London. The article lists the U.S. 
complaints against European nontariff 
obstacles to trade. Europe's objections to 
certain U.S. administrative and legislative 
trade practices appeared in European Com
munity, June 1965, No. 82.) 

Nontariff obstacles to trade are older than 
tariff obstacles. They are as old as interna
tional trade itself. They may, in fact, be 
the last ditch of protectionism wherever a 
country or group of countries wishes to pro
tect a product or maintain a particular posi-
tion against foreign competition. . 

This emerges from a study of the "catalog" 
of reproaches the great powers concerned in 
the Kennedy round talks at GATT are mak-

ing against each other-Britain, the Common 
Market and the United States of America. 

QUOTA RESTRICTIONS SURVIVE 

Quota restrictions, introduced when 
Europe was having balance-of-payments 
difficulties, have been kept in force for a 
great many products, although the payments 
problems have long since vanished. The 
list of quota restrictions prepared by the 
American delegation is impressive and re
lates to a variety of goods besides agricul
tural products. In France's case, it includes 
oil, radio telegraph and telephone sets, paper 
and cardboard, electric lights, tubes, valves, 
watches and clockwork movements, and 
ships. 

Italy restricts sulfur, cork, citric acid, 
and cars; Germany, textiles, ceramics, por
celain, and casein; Britain, coal, jute cloth
ing, watches, aircraft, and Commonwealth 
products under Imperial preference. 

In many cases, quotas are naturally ac
companied by import licenses. The longest 
list is the Japanese. They require licenses 
for 154 manufactured products; Germany 
does so for only 64. In at least 12 countries 
(besides the United States), imports of cot
ton textiles run into nontariff barriers and 
the same is true of agricultural products. 

The United States is particularly critical of 
restrictions on coal imports, and asks that 
these should be freed . At the moment, the 
American mines can produce about 600 mil
lion metric tons a year, while internal con
sumption is under 500 million, and mechani
zation of equipment keeps raising produc
tivity of their coal, which is cheap and of 
good quality. The United States would be 
able and would like to export large quantities, 
but the most promising markets are coun
tries which also mine coal and (understand
ably) have erected barriers against imports. 

Belgium has a very strict quota system, 
with import licenses for non-Community bi
tuminous coal. France, which imported 
large amounts of American coal at a time of 
crisis, now limits imports of non-Community 
coal by the device of giving the Association 
Technique de !'Importation Gharbonniere a 
trading monopoly. 

COAL IMPORTS HAMPERED 

Germany has a quota for duty-free non
Community coal imports of 6 million metric 
tons, of which 5 Inillion are alloted to the 
United States. Beyond that figure all im
ports bear duty at $5 per metric ton. Even 
Canada subsidizes her coal at the rate of $5 
per metric ton in order to meet American 
competition. The United States feels most 
strongly about Britain, which absolutely for
bids imports of American coal. In spite of 
many approaches l?Y the U.S. Government 
and many requests for licenses to the Board 
of Trade, there has been no importation for 
several years. 

Coal is a good example of how much neces
sary evil can exist in some survivals of pro
tectionism. Coal like wheat, raises social 
and therefore political problem:;;. Coal now 
moves freely inside the Community, but ex
perience has shown that neither production 
nor the market is insulated from crises, and 
this position would be worsened if American 
coal also came in freely. 

This is even truer for Britain, which needs 
to export some of its coal and to maintain a 
high level of coal production for . social and 
political reasons. Germany, by the way, does 
not import the whole of its duty-free quota. 
The fact that American coal is better and 
cheaper than some European coal does n?t 
alter the social repercussions which the coal 
market may feel, but it should encourage 
governments to find a more liberal com
promise. 

ARBITRARY PROCEDURES CITED 

The second chapter of the American's 
complaints relates to the European coun
tries' economic and trading policies and to 
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their administrative practices. The Ameri
cans complain of the European assessment 
of customs values, just as the Europeans do 
of theirs. They too would like to see har-
monization. · 

The Europeans raise nontariff barriers 
through executive measures whereas the 
Americans nearly always have theirs endorsed 
by the legal processes of Congress. The 
American method is fairer if the exporter 
knows where he stands, which is not always 
the case, as shown by the American sell1ng 

· price. The ease with which the U.S. admin
istration can raise the margin of preference 
from between 6 percent and 12 percent to 
50 percent (for Government procurement 
concerned with defense) leads to the ques
tion whether the absence of law may not 
sometimes be preferable to a very elastic 
law. 

Few European countries have real anti
dumping legislation but they sometimes use 
arbitrary methods of protection against 
dumping. Last year, the Germans com
plained that Kaiser Aluminum was selling 
its aluminium at dumping prices. Under the 
threat of antidumping legislation, the United 
States firm, after several weeks of talks, had 
to raise its prices. 

There is no buy-French, buy-British, or 
buy-European act but most European coun
tries do not allow open bids for govern
ment contracts, or else they arrange to give 
preference to their own industries. For in
stance, a spokesman of Electricite de France 
has stated that a hydroelectric plant should 
be bought in France unless it is not available 
there. There are similar preferences in the 
railways and other nationalized industries. 

The same thing happens in Germany and 
Britain, and altogether very few American 
firms try to sell to European governments. 
The Americans sent OECD (Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development) a 
questionnaire to find out what percentage of 
equipment is purchased abroad by the gov
ernment of each member country. A U.S. of
ficial said, "If we had received replies to our 
questionnaire, we should have proved that 
the American Government buys more abroad 
than foreign governments buy in the United 
States." In the American list of nontarifi 
obstacles there are few specific complaints. 
The firms concerned are too frightened of 
losing future bus~ess. 

UNITED STATES URGES OPEN BIDS 

The Americans' strongest complaint is 
against the secrecy which surrounds many 
European contracts. Their delegation has 
tabled a proposal at Geneva which would 
make it obligatory to publish all regulations 
and practices governing their procurement 
procedure, and criteria governing the eligi
bility of suppliers. According to this pro
posal, the list of firms invited to bid should 
be open to any foreign supplier on terms and 
conditions equal to those applicable to do
mestic suppliers. The text goes far enough 
in constructive directions to avoid any pos
sible discrimination in this large area of in
ternational competition. 

INDIRECT TAXES PROTESTED 

The fiscal chapter raises fresh difficulties 
because of the indirect taxes which are 
much more usual in Europe than in the 
United States. The Americans protest espe
cially against the added-value tax (AVT) 
and turnover taxes. These taxes are about 
10 percent in the Federal Republic of Ger
many and much higher in France and Italy, 
where they reach 25 percent. When a 
French business exports, it recovers AVT; 
when it imports, AVT is calculated on the 
c.i.f. price increased by the customs duty. 

For instance, if the duty is 20 percent on 
an article costing 100 francs, the AVT of 
25 percent will be applied to 100 francs plus 
20 francs. The Americans know tha-t A VT 
forms part of the country's internal fiscal 
system and, therefore, they do not expect it 

to be abolished. However, they fear that 
the fiscal harmonization of turnover taxes, 
A VT and other indirect taxes which affect 
trade in the Six may, in the end, be fixed 
nearer the French level than the German. 
This would further reduce the American ex
porters' opportunities when the Commu
nity's common external tariff is in force and 
the duties between Common Market mem
bers have been abolished. 

The Americans do make specific com
plaints on some points, including cars and 
alcoholic drinks. The Americans do not 
understand why the automobile road-use 
taxes in four European countries (Austria, 
Belgium, France, and Italy) should be cal
culated on cylinder capacity or fiscal horse
power instead of on the cost or price of the 
vehicle. Most European cars do not exceed 
2,500 cubic centimet&s or 16 fiscal horse
power; while (with the exception of the 
compacts) American cars exceed both these 
figures. The result is that a 220 SE Mer
cedes costing 48,000 francs in France pays 
tax of 150 francs (equal to United States $30) 
a year, while a Chevrolet Chevy II 200-400, 
which is only half the price, pays 1,000 francs 
(equal to United States $200) a year. 

The American share in automobiles im
ported into France fell from 46 percent in 
1955 to 2 percent in 1962. The Americans 
say that the drop is due to the annual tax 
imposed on October 1, 1956. Other factors, 
however, may also have contributed to this 
development: the growth and competivity 
of the European automobile industry, the 
Common Market, and the lowering of cus
toms duties on German and Italian cars, the 
lower petrol consumption of European cars 
and the high cost of petrol in Europe com
pared with the United States. 

Another subject of American complaint is 
the importation of alcoholic drinks into 
France whea-e the advertising and sale of 
these drinks are governed by the rules for 
licensed premises and steps against alcohol
ism. The Americans claim that prohibiting 
them from advertising their bourbon whisky 
amounts to forbidding its importation and 
sale, for goods cannot be made known with
out advertising. 

HEALTH REGULATIONS HELD RESTRICTIVE 

When rigorously applied, health regula
tions can also form obstacles or restrictions, 
especially for food, including meat. The 
Americans complain of regulations prohibit
ing the entry into France of citrus fruits 
preserved with diphenyl (unless the method 
of preserving is shown on the packages.) or 
chemically colored. They also dislike the 
rules against importing chickens from coun
tries like the United States which do not pro
hibit the use of certain chemical substances, 
such as hormones and antimony for feed
ing poultry. Every country has health regu
lations but the important thing is that they 
should be neither discriminatory nor con
tradictory. Here also some ha-rmonization 
between Europe and America is needed. 

The American codes and regulations: of 
which the British complained were men
tioned in the earlier article, but there are 
grounds for similar complaints in Europe. 
The French weights and measures legisla
tion contains a complicated regulation con
cerning air separation in the construction of 
petrol pumps. The British delegation con
siders that the formalities and delays in
volved in getting foreign-made pumps ap
proved amounts to prohibiting their im
portation. 

By reason of the regulations of the Tech
nical Control Association, as interpreted and 
applied by the German Physics Institute 
testing office and the German Electrical 
Association, similar difficulties arise in 
getting approval for measuring apparatus 
(such as electrodynamic computers and pre
cision levels), for electrical equipment (such 
as switches, motors, lighting equipment for 
instance) , earthing terminals and circuit 

breakers. British exporters complain that 
here too the differences in standa-rds are used 
as a means of dragging out formalities and 
thus defeating attempts to import such 
equipment into Germany. 

Examples can be multiplied. Those we 
have quoted should be enough to confirm 
that nontarifi obstacles are most often used 
as a roundabout means of protecting a home 
industry when customs duties no longer pro
tect it sufficiently. Some countries, like the 
United States, rely on laws, regulations and 
codes, which they interpret or extend in case 
of need. Other countries, in Europe, do with
out actual laws but manage to keep some 
surprises up their sleeves. 

It may take years to draw up a complete 
list of these obstacles to face them squarely 
and try at least to harmonize them while 
they are being gradually eliminated. The 
Geneva negotiations provide the opportunity 
for the countries involved to confront each 
other, and if the Common Ma.rket Commis
sion makes a · beginning by ha-rmonizing 
regulations inside the Community, and if 
the United States, for their pare, ease their 
legislation, the first big step wlll have been 
taken. 

NOMINATION OF DR. CHARLES 
FRANKEL TO BE ASSISTANT SEC
RETARY OF STATE FOR EDUCA
TIONAL AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

regret I was not present last week when 
the nomination of Dr. Charles Frankel 
for confirmation as Assistant Secretary 
of stalte for Ed.ucBJtional and Cultural 
Affairs was considered by the Senate. 

This disinguished philosopher is tak
ing leave of a senior faculty position at 
one of our grea.t universities to direct a 
bureau whioh does not always receive the 
attention it deserves. Dr. Frankel will 
be lending dignity to a position which, 
to my mind, has been vacant far too 
long. 

During his long career as professor 
and Governmelllt advisor, Dr. Frankel 
has devoted much time to generating 
collltact between nations in the fields of 
the arts and humanities. A keen ob
server of the process of social change, 
he is firm in his belief that mere propa
ganda, and criticism based on superficial 
and limited knowledge, must be replaced 
by an exchange of higher levels of under
standing. A gentleman committed to 
the proposition that foreign policy 
should not, in his own words, "consist 
merely of a series of resolute and in
genious tactical operations," he is well 
suited for a job in which policy is based 
not on planning for emergencies, but 
where each measure of international 
conduct must be a concrete step in 
broadening the exchange of ideas, opin
ions, and experience. His philosophical 
concern for improving international 
communication has earned the respect 
of his colleagues throughout the world. 
His interest in explaining the American 
posture, clarifying our policies, justify
ing the decency of our motives and the 
strength of our commitment, will do 
much to alter the sometimes erroneous 
impression that American foreign policy 
is essentially passive and defensive. DT. 
Frankel's general optimism for the fu
ture of western civiliza,tion, expressed in 
his recent scholarly work, "The Case for 
Modem Man," has made him an Ameri-
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can whom foreigners have learned to 
trust and admire. His services can only 
benefit our international standing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following editorial from 
the Washington Post of August 25, 1965, 
pertaining to the appointment of Dr. 
Frankel, be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

CULTURAL EXCHANGE 

Selection of Dr. Charles Franke'! as Assist
a n t Seoret ary of State for Educational and 
Cultural Affairs affords a heartening indioo
tion that President Johnson attaches grea t 
importance to this subtle assignment. He 
should. Cultural exchange can not be said 
to control the relations between greaJt powers. 
But it affords the best hope for redprocal 
understanding, friendship and peace. 

Dr. Frankel is a professor of philosophy 
at Oolu.mbia University. He is a soholar, a 
man of learning, who oonunands the respect 
of intellectual leaders abroad as well as at 
home. If in this sense he is a citizen of the 
world, he is also an articulate and forceful 
representative of Amerioon values, interests 
and points O!f view; he has been expressing 
these Amerioon points of view quietly but 
persuasively in international oonferences for 
some time and will thus bring to his assign
ment much experience as well as intellectual 
capacity. 

The Department of State needs Dr. 
Frankel's talents as leavening to the ordinary 
usages of diplomacy. The times may not 
now seem entirely auspicious for the ex
ploitation of common educational and cul
tural interests among nations. But no op
por tunity for the development of such in
terests should be neglected. Dr. Frankel can 
be counted upon to develop them imagina
tively and resourcefully. 

HIGHWAYS AND NATURAL BEAUTY 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on Mon

day evening of last week Rex M. Whit
ton, Federal Highway Administrator, ad
dressed the 90th annual meeting of the 
Amerioan Forestry Association in Jack
son, Wyo., on the topic "Highways and 
Na~tural Beauty." 

Before turning to his major theme, 
Mr. Whitton outlined the present situa
tion concerning our Federal roads pro
gram. He noted, as I have on several 
occasions pointed out in the Senate, the 
completion of the Interstate Highway 
System will result in a saving of 8,00() 
lives per year, and that it will give us 
enormous savings in monetary values. 

In fact, it should be noted that the 
estimate given by Mr. Whitton for sav
ings on completion of the system is con
siderably higher than that which I have 
previously cited. The figure I have used 
in the past is that of $11 billion per year, 
a figure which appears in a Bureau of 
Public Roads release of July 6, 1964, 
Mr. Whitton says in his speech, and 
I call attention to these new estimates: 

The highway users • • • reap a hand
some return in savings of time and vehicle 
ope'I"'ation costs, fewer accidents, and less 
driver strain-$7 billion this year and $21 
biUion a year by 1973 , 

It should be noted, however, that the 
coilltext indicates that here Mr. Whitton 
is speaking of the total Federal road 
program rather than confining himself 
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exclusively to the Interstate Highway 
program. 

The entire address is worthy of note by 
Members of the Sena~te. It includes con
sideration of the bills before the Con
gress for control of outdoor advertising 
and junkyards in the process of high
way beautification. There is considera
tion not only of the bills but of the 
philosophy which lies behind them. 

Highways-

Says Mr. Whitton-
ha ve social responstbilLties fax beyond their 
ba.sic function of tr.anspor·ting people and 
goods. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that this address may appear in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HIGHWAYS AND NATURAL BEAUTY 

(Remarks by Rex M. Whitton, Federal High
way Administrator, Bureau of Public 
Roads, U.S. Department of Commerce, at 
the 90th annual meeting of the American 
Forestry Association, Jackson Lake Lodge, 
Jackson, Wyo., Monday evening, September 
6, 1965) 
I am delighted to be here with you to

night, in one of the most beautiful parts of 
our wonderful America. It was something of 
a surprise to me, to learn that this is the 
90th annual meeting of the American 
Forestry Association. The age of your or
ganization certainly hasn't affected its vigor 
and fresh outlook. 

I am delighted to know, too, that members 
of the National Gouncil of State Garden 
Clubs are here. Happily, you have survived 
the era of the Helen Hokinson cartoon. Pub
lic-and Government--recognition of the 
sincerity and value of your public service 
efforts have now come into full bloom, like 
the flowers you love so well. 

I want to talk with you tonight about 
highways and natural beauty. But first, if I 
may, I would like to explain briefly our Fed
eral-aid highway program. It is an out
standing example of Federal-state coopera
tion, in which the State highway depart
ments and the Federal Bureau of Public 
Roads have operated as partners for almost 
50 years. The States choose the routes and 
projects to build, design them, and manage 
their construction. The Bureau's role is that 
of review and reasonable control, to safe
guard Federal funds. All Federal aid for 
highways now comes from t axes on high
way users, h andled in a special trust fund. 

I'm sure all of you have traveled on the 
Interstate Highway System, for which Federal 
aid is providing 90 percent of the cost. 
Nearly half of this 41,000-mile planned free
way network is now open to traffic, and it is 
scheduled to be completed in 1972. 

Improvement of the 851,000 miles of roads 
and streets in the Federal-aid primary and 
secondary systems is our lon g-con tinuing, so
called ABC program. In this, Federal aid 
provides half of the project costs. 

Work completed or put underway in 
the interstate and ABC program since 1956 
has a total cost of over $42 billion, almost 
three-fourths of it Federal aid. The high
way users, who have made this investment 
through their taxes, reap a handsome return 
in savings of time and vehicle operation 
costs, fewer accidents, and less driver 
strain-$7 billion this year and $21 billion a 
year by 1973. 

There is another great saving, too. Every 
5 miles of the Interstate System we open to 
traffic will save one more life a year, on the 
average; and the completed system will save 
8,000 lives annually. Lifesaving in the ABC 

improvement program is less dramatic, but 
it is important, for these roads and streets 
carry much of our Nation's traffic. We are 
paying special attention now to those road 
locations that have known bad safety records. 

This audience Will have particular interest 
in the Federal highway program for national 
forests. As a matter of fact, the first legis
lation providing Federal highway aid, passed 
in 1916, provided funds for forest highways, 
too-and Congress put up $1 million for 
them and only $5 million for all the rest 
of the roads in the country, for that first 
year. 

The funds, and the needs, have grown 
some since then, although you may be dis
appointed in the change in proportions. 
For the current fiscal year, Congress has au
thorized $1 billion of Federal highway aid, 
and $33 million for forest highways. Since 
these are the main traffic arteries into and 
through the national forests, Congress ap
propriates the money to the Bureau of 
Public Roads, and we work closely With 
the Forest Service and the State highway 
departments in planning its use. 

The $33 million is only part of the story, 
however, for Congress has authorized $123 
million for this fiscal year in the continuing 
program for forest development roads and 
trails. This program is administered by the 
Forest Service, although they call upon our 
staff for engineering assistance on some proj
ects. 

From that sketchy outline, I turn now to 
my theme tonight, highways and natural 
beauty. We in the h ighway profession rec
ognize and accept certain basic responsibil
ities, whether in finding a specific new route 
location, designing a project, or planning an 
entire highway program. Certainly, we must 
provide adequate capacity, safety, and com
fort and convenience for the traveling pub
lic. Certainly, we must pay due considera
tion to economy, in the broadest sense. 
Certainly, we must do our work with tech
nical skill and integrity. 

But we have other responsibilities in our 
planning: to cause the least possible disrup
tion or damage-and even to enchance, where 
possible--the locations and situations upon 
which our highw-ays impinge. These in
clude forests and wildlife habitats, parks, 
recreation facilities, close-knit community 
areas, historic and scenic sites, and the land
scape generally. 

Such objectives are not always altogether 
attainable, but highway planners are s>in
cerely trying to achieve them. If we can
not meet all demands by all interests, it is 
not because we are not interested. Some
times the nontraffic demands conflict among 
themselves, or with traffic safety. Some
times they are wholly unreasonable, or far 
too costly, or cannot legally be paid for from 
highway funds. 

If highway officials have seemed hesitant 
to spend money for social needs and ameni
ties affected by highway construction and 
use, it is because by tradition their respon
sibility has been to the highway user who 
pays the bills. But in this age of the Great-
and complex-Society, the highway user must 
accept expenditure of reasonable amounts of 
his taxes for such purposes. I believe that 
he willingly does accept this , as a proper 
part of transportation cost and as a social 
responsibility. So the highway offici.al need 
be less hesitant than he used to be. 

Even in the past, perhaps, the highway of
fidal was somewh at remiss in his hesitancy. 
He felt it his duty to follow public opinion, 
or stay abreast of it, when he might more 
properly have been in the vanguard. This 
is a lesson we are learning, and there is still 
room for progress. I am happy to say that 
the Federal Government has been providing 
leadership and incentive in this direction; 
and I am proud to say that the Bureau of 
Public Roads has taken every opportunity to 
steer a forward course. 
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The President has called this year for 

positive action against our shabby roadsides. 
He recognized that not all roads are ugly; 
the many good examples, in fact, show what 
can be done. I might add that the Presi
dent found many other flaws in the land
scape; his beautification program encom
passes much more than roads alone. 

I might add, too, that the highway pro
fession is neither averse to nor ignorant of 
esthetics in general and roadside beautifica
tion in particular. We have been actively 
promoting esthetics in highway location and 
design for some years. The States, too, have 
generally been attentive to this subject, as 
witnessed by adoption in 1961 of a policy on 
landscape development by the American As
sociation of State Highway Officials. In 
many highway locations, the view from the 
road and the view of the road speak proudly 
of our efforts. 

And our interest in America's natural and 
cultural resources is not new, either. By 
regulation issued in June 1963 and expanded 
in 1964, the Bureau of Public Roads re
quires the State highway departments, in 
planning Federal-aid highway projects, to 
protect and enhance fish and wildlife habi
tats, historic sites, and parks, playgrounds, 
and other recreation areas. Public agencies 
responsible for such resources must have 
opportunity to review project planning at 
the earliest possible stage. 

The State must certify to us that due con
sideration has been given to suggestions of
fered by these agencies, and if it does not 
agree with any of them it must, in sub
mitting projects for our approval, include 
valid reasons for their rejection. Many State 
highway departments have had longstand
ing policies or working arrangements of this 
sort. our requirement assures nationwide 
and full attention to this aspect of highway 
planning. 

An interesting project resulting from con
sultation and cooperative planning of this 
nature was completed not long ago, only 
500 miles east of here. By combining high
way embankment and dam construction, 
two lakes have been created alongside Inter
state Route 94 in North Dakota, near the 
Bismarck-Mandan urban area. The work 
was planned and carried out by agreement 
among the State highway department, game 
and fish department, and water conservation 
commission, and the Morton County Board 
of Park Commissioners. The water and rec
reation agencies paid the extra cost of right
of-way and construction, and have stocked 
the lakes with fish. At two other places in 
North Dakota, under the same kind of ar
rangements, lakes have been created as part 
of Federal-aid secondary road construction 
projects. You can imagine the recreation 
values and tourist attraction offered by these 
roadside lakes. 

But despite what we had been doing, far 
more needed to be done. President Johnson 
has now provided welcome leadership and 
emphasis on the highway beautification 
program. 

Last January, in a letter to Secretary of 
Commerce John T. Connor, the President 
pointed to a number of possible actions, 
which the Bureau of Public Roads promptly 
put into effect. We have required that the 
State highway departments include land
scaping as an integral part of all interestate, 
primary, and urban Federal-aid construction 
projects. We are urging increased use of 
Federal aid funds for landscaping projects, 
especially to screen unsightly areas. We 
have proposed development of many more 
rest areas and scenic overlooks on Federal
aid highways. 

And we have continued to stress the basic 
principle, long known to and practiced by 
good highway engineers, that the skillful 
choice of route location is a major factor 

in the appearance of a highway and its 
effect on the landscape. 

On May 26, only a day after the close of 
the White House Conference on Natural 
Beauty, the President formalized his inter
est in highway beautification by sending 
four pertinent bills to the Congress. 

Two of these would require the States-as 
a condition of receiving Federal aid-to con
trol outdoor advertising and junkyards along 
the interstate and Fedel'al-aid primary sys
tems. Federal aid could be used to share in 
purchase costs if necessary. The billboard 
control would be far more potent than the 
voluntary bonus plan which was available to 
the States from 1958 until last June, but was 
adopted by only 25 of them. 

The third bill sent to Congress by the 
President would require the States to use 
3 percent of their Federal-aid funds, without 
matching, for acquiring and enhancing 
scenic roadside areas beyond the needed 
right-of-way width. This "M>uld broaden 
and make mandatory a little-used provision 
of existing law. 

The fourth bill would provide the funds 
to build scenic and recreational roads and 
for landscaping Federal-aid highways, by 
requiring the States to use one-third-$100 
million a year at the current rate--of their 
Federal-aid second·ary l'Oad funds for those 
purposes. 

Passage of these four bills will greatly en
rich the oppol'tunity for highway builders 
to preserve and enhance one of the Nation's 
great resources-its natural beaUJty. 

I know of no better way to express the 
merLt of these four bills, and the role of 
highways in the United Sta.tes, than to quote 
President Johnson's letter sending the bills 
to Congress: "* • • Federal-aid (fo:r) high
ways • • • is an investment in the future 
of America. Surely that future will include 
the wonders of the natural world, as well as 
the growth of the world which man has 
made. We must invest in both these futures 
if we are to conquer the challenges of the 
mOdern world while protecting the values 
of our past." I sincerely echo the President's 
wo:rds. 

This July and August, committees in both 
Houses of Congress held hearings on these 
bills and on the gener·al subject of highway 
beautifica.tion. I think I am not reporting 
unfairly when I say that everyone seems to 
be in favor of roadside beautification, but 
there a:re doubts by some about who should 
pay for it--the highway user, the general 
public, or both in some proportion or other. 

I want to point out that three of the four 
roadside beautification bills concern areas 
along the roadside but beyond the normal 
right-of-way line. The proposals of the 
President recognize that there are certain 
highway-oriented problem responsibilitles 
beyond that line. True, it is a legal bound
ary for certain purposes. But the sight line 
from the highway does not end at the right
of-way line. The view is open acroos it in 
both directions, from eLther the road or the 
roadside. 

Every householder, farmer, and business
man has a responsibllity to keep his build
ings and grounds reasonably neat and pre
sentable. After all, they are a prominent 
part of the roadside scenery. lt only takes 
occasional applica.tion of a little paint and 
a package of flower seeds, some periodic 
manual effort, and a continuing feeling of 
self-respect and pride to spruce up a house 
front or farmyard, and keep it th:at way. 

Volunteer organizations can do much 
toward inspiring such individual action
not just once, or as an annual cleanup week 
campaign, but on a continuing basis. They 
can set examples of all kinds, too. 

Public response to President Johnson's 
beautification program has been tremen
dous. Garden clubs, youth groups, and other 

citizens' organizations have been quick to 
offer their help. The hazards of working 
close to high-speed traffic are too great to 
suggest that such volunteers work within 
the highway right-of-way. But certainly 
they can undertake leadership activities 
such as I have just described. And they can 
undertake beautification improvements out
side of the right-of-way line, with permis
sion, on both private and public property. 

The role of the Federal Government in 
highway beautification has been indicated in 
President Johnson's proposals. State and 
local agencies-not just the highway depart
ments, but all of them-need to direct con
tinuing attention to the problems of the 
roadside and the general landscape, too. 
Example, encouragement, and leadership
and legislation, regulation, and enforcement 
where needed-are the assortment of tools 
available to State and local government. I 
think they will find the public is ready and 
willing-if I may reverse an old saying-to 
be led up the rosy path to beauty. 

There is another tremendous problem re
lated to beautification for which the pub
lic as individuals are wholly responsible
the problem of litter, on the highway and 
everywhere else. Every State and local high
way departments have active cleanup and 
anti-litter programs; and $100 million is 
spent each year to pick up the papers, bot
tles and cans, garbage, and even old mat
tresses that are carelessly--or deliberately
discarded along our roads and streets. 

This money could better be used to make 
our highways safer and more efficient. Or 
it could be spent for beautification in a posi
tive rather than what I call a negative 
way. The $100 million spent annually on 
litter cleanup would buy, for example, high
quality landscaping for 10,000 miles of rural 
or 3,000 miles of metropolitan area inter
state highways; or 1,000 fully equipped safety 
rest areas or 4,000 scenic overlooks. 

A little more care and conscience by 
everyone would come close to solving the 
litter problem-all we need to do is reverse 
our national fault and make nonlittering our 
national habit. Government, both State and 
local, should have strong antilitter policy and 
law. And leadership should also come-and 
it is-from citizen and business organiza
tions. 

Many of them are now involved in a mas
sive campaign to educate the public on this 
problem, and a good job is being done in a 
variety of ways. One to which I would like 
ro see some good part of our effort devoted is 
getting every car equipped with a suitable 
litter container. I am thinking not of the 
small litter bags commonly sold or given 
away, but Of a more sizable container; one 
that can hold most of the objects-both in 
size and quantity-that form our daily dis
cards and comprise our major Utter problem. 

We could go a long way toward solving the 
problem if we could promote widespread use 
of such litter containers in cars, and also pro
mote the habit of emptying them in proper 
trash cans at home or at service stations. I 
would hope in time that automobile manu
facturers would see the public acceptance 
and demand for practical litter containers, 
and would install them in new cars as 
standard equipment. 

Just look at the economics of such a move. 
Our annual highway litter bill of $100 million 
equals $12 for every new car sold last year. 
I'm sure $12 is far more than the cost of a 
good factory-installed litter container. The 
one I have in my car cost about $2.5Q--and 
it's a pretty good one. 

Another essential part of this effort would 
be a program to encourage service stations 
to maintain conveniently placed, uniformly 
marked trash receptacles in which customers 
could empty their litter containers Overall, 
our objective should be to ma'ke it as easy 
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to dispose of trash properly as it is to be a. 
litterbug. 

As a final subject, tonight, I want to com
ment on the nature of roadside beautifica
tion. 1 think the phrase "natural beauty" 
conveys the entire concept of what is 
appropriate. 

we don't want to plant balsam fir in Texas 
or organpipe cactus in Vermont. Clipped 
boxwood may look fitting along an urban 
freeway but not on a country road. And 
we have no idea of establishing roadside 
oases, equipped with artesian springs, in the 
desert. Whatever we plant should look as 
though mother nature had a firm, sensible 
hand in the planning. 

The sensible part is just as important as 
the natural part, in roadside beautification. 
We're going to have to take care of what 
we plant. Consequently, in most situations 
our plantingl'! must be hardy, native ma
terials that can survive and thrive on their 
own. And they should be of such nature 
that the roadside can largely be tended by 
mechanical maintenance. This means no 
continuous rows of trees close to the pave
ment or scattered frequently and haphaz
ardly along the roadside slopes. These larger 
scenic elements are best handled as clumps 
or clusters, spaced at reasonable intervals, 
both for better appearance and economy in 
mowing operations. Sizable trees, of course, 
must be set well back from the roadway, 
for safety's sake. 

Native wildflowers of the more hardy 
types--bluebonnets, daisies, wild azaleas, 
trumpet vine, black-eyed susans, and the 
like-can be encouraged along the roadway, 
and mowing can be postponed for their 
blooming season. 

For some special locations-in cities and 
at rest areas, for example--more extensive 
and unusual plantings may seem fully aP
propriate. But we must then be prepared not 
only for higher initial cost but the con
tinuing and not inconsiderable expense of 
watering and hand-labor maintenance. 

Roadside beautification thus does have 
some metes and bounds--but moderate ex
penditure, good commonsense, keen imag
ination, and the will to do a good job can 
give us highways that will provide a real 
pleasure ride and will truly enhance the 
landscape. 

The call for roadside beautification is only 
one aspect of an increasing recognition by 
Federal officials and legislators, paralleled in 
many of the States, that highways have 
social responsibilities far beyond their basic 
function of transporting people and goods. 
Th at function is vital to the Nation's well
being, without question. But equally with
out question, it cannot heedlessly override 
all other elements of the public and indi
vidual's well-being. And we must be atten
tive to the amenities as well as to the neces
sities of life. 

Not that we need to forsake reality and in
t egrity, or compromise on safe and sound 
design. I think we can fulfill our respon
sibilities to both the highway user and the 
public at large. I think we can build for 
both a practical and a beautiful America. 

JOB CORPS "IMAGE" 
Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 

there is a possibility that the people who 
join the Job Corps will be stereotyped 
in the public mind. To show the fallacy 
of a Job Corps "image" I ask unanimous 
consent to include in the RECORD a let
ter to the editor of the Oregon Journal 
of August 30, 1965. This letter, written 
by a dormitory counselor in the Job 
Corps program at Tongue Point, Oreg., 
is a timely reminder that we must always 
treat persons as individuals, not merely 

as members of a particular group, fac
tion or sect. 

There being no objection, the letter 
to the editor was ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD, as follows: 

JOB CORPS IMAGE NonEXISTENT 
To the EDITOR: 

It is with trepidation that I write this 
letter, for I must use the term Job Corps in 
in order to a;ssert that there is no Job Co·rps, 
and beoause it is through the press that I 
hope to make known my fear of the stereo
type which the press is consciously or un
consciously attaching to the Job Corps. 

The pw-pose of this letter is to make pub
lic the results of a study made last month 
of Job Corps students who visited Portland 
on weekend leave, July 16-18. To the best 
of my knowledge, the only information avail
able to Portlanders about this visit was that 
three Job Corps students were arrested on 
charges of Ininor in possession. 

Flor va;rious reasons, only 35 of the 60 stu
dents in Portland responded to the anony
mous questionnaires. 

Summary: 85 percent enjoyed their stay 
in Portland. Major reasons: "I liked mostly 
the girls," "Being away from Astoria,'' "Stay
ing in a nice home," "Lots of things to do 
and places to go," "Going to a church of my 
faith,'' and "Meeting girls who would hold 
a conversation with a Job COrps boy." Most 
common complaint: "I ran out of money." 
Three-fourths of the students spent $8 to 
$10. 

Thirty percent of the respondents con
sumed some form of alcoholic beverage in 
Portland with 12 percent getting drunk or 
nearly drunk; 53 percent attended church 
services in Portland; 35 percent visited fami
lies for all or part Of the weekend, and 81 
percent of the others would have liked to. 
Almost all the students were glad in a way 
to be back at Tongue Point after an active 
weekend. 

When asked how they liked the Job Corps, 
60 percent were atnrmative, 20 percent in
different, and 20 percent negative. Repre
sentative responses: "It looks like San Quen
tin, man," "I don't, but I will stay as long 
as 1 can," "It's all right, but not the food," 
"I like it, but I miss home a whole lot," "I 
love it. It is a great opportunity." 

Although the responses recorded here are 
brief, they point clearly to the conclusion 
that there is no "job corps" personality. 
The variety of responses and attitudes indi
cate the injustice of thinking of Ralph Jones 
as "a Job Corps boy" instead of as an in
dividual who is studying in the Job Corps 
program. Second, even if we were to assign 
a model personality, the stereotype most peo
ple seem to hold is incorrect. The 70 per
cent who do not drink, who attend church, 
who want to visit families, and who are 
basically optiinistic toward life, seem to be 
the "hidden good" whom no one cares to 
look for. 

A final observation made less readily from 
this brief report than from actual observa
tion is that in most cases these students are 
absolutely not "abnormal" or "inferior." 
Rather, special circumstances have intensi
fied the frustrations and insecurities we all 
feel. The end of those circumstances and 
the first steps toward alleviating those frus
trations and insecurities will come when we 
stop flattering our own egos by looking down 
self-righteous noses, and begin to under
stand and love "our neighbor.'' 

Are there 500 families among the 1 million 
inhabitants of Greater Portland who would 
invite a student 2,000 miles from his home 
into their homes for Sunday dinner? 

CARL SIMPSON. 
TONGUE POINT. 
(Writer of the above letter is a summer 

dorm counselor at the Tongue Point Center 

and a senior at Stanford University.-The 
Editor.) 

THE CRIME OF UNSAFE TIRES 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, it was 

my privilege to preside over the hear
ings held by the Commerce Committee 
recently on automobile tire safety. 

The situation is one which totals up 
to little less than shocking chaos. Sen
ator NELSON is author .of the bill on which 
the hearings were held, S. 1643, and I am 
a cosponsor. The witnesses before us 
included top officials of the major auto
mobile companies, and their statements 
and their responses to questions concern
ing safety, tire sizes, loads, and air pres
sure did not bring .order out of the chaos. 
The plain fact is, there appears to be 
no common acceptable agreement on 
what is a safe tire. I have received, as 
has Senator NELSON, numerous letters 
from persons who have experienced fail
ures and blowouts on tires furnished as 
original equipment on new cars, tires 
which have been driven only 4,000 or 
5,000 miles and even less. 

Senator NELsoN is the author of an 
enlightening article on the subject which 
appears in the September issue of the 
Progressive under the title "Death on 
Wheels." The article contains infor
mation developed by Senator NELSON and 
in the committee, and it is a valuable 
contribution to the question of auto
mobile safety, and particularly to tire 
safety. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article may appear in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

DEATH ON WHEELS 
(By Senator GAYLORD A. NELSON) 

Who speaks for the American public in 
the field of highway safety, where we are 
killing more than 47,000 people every year? 

The tolerance which the American public 
has developed toward death on the highway 
is one of the strange phenomena of our lives. 
At a time when the national conscience has 
been aroused, as never before, over justice 
to all men, we remain largely indifferent to 
the mass murder, the pain and suffering, 
and the brutality which occurs every day on 
our highways. 

Whole families are wiped out; children 
are maimed or lose their parents; economic 
losses soar; and our courts become clogged 
with civil damage suits and traffic violation 
cases. Yet publicly we do almost nothing. 

One reason may be that this is in an age 
of technology in which we worship machines 
and the men who make them. A mere 
mortal hardly dares to question whether 
that growling tiger at the curb, with its 
400 horsepower engine, its bucket seats, and 
chromium wheel spinners, is the proper 
mode of transportation for an American 
family. 

What is the role of democratic government 
in an age of technology? Do we surrender 
our authority to the engines and engineers? 

As Governor of Wisconsin, I became more 
and more concerned about our rapidly rising 
highway death rate, which is now well over 
1,000 per year in that State. We developed 
a comprehensive highway safety program in
volving a marked increase in traffic law en-

. forcement, better driving training, and ex
panded research and education in the safety 
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field. But we got no further during my 4 
years as Govern or than h ave most other State 
Governors in sim ilar situations. 

Since becom ing a Senator, while still recog
nizing the need for action at the State and 
local level I h ave sought to find the proper 
role which the Federal Government should 
play in this mounting national crisis. Al
though they are only a partial answer, I have 
introduced three bills: 

To establish a national system of tire 
grading and labelin g and to ban unsafe 
tires. 

To require all new cars to incorporate the 
special safety features now required on cars 
bought by the Federal Government. 

To appropriate $5 million for a special pro
gram of Federal safety research, leading to 
the design and construction of a series of 
prototypes of safely constructed automobiles. 

Frankly, I introduced these bills as a rela
tive novice in this field. I was dumb
founded by the astonishing and shocking in
formation that deluged me once I stirred up 
this issue. Letters poured in from motor
ists, tire dealers, Government purchasing 
agen ts, doctors, and attorneys representing 
accident victims. 

The problem is far worse than I ever 
imagined. It seems clear that the concern 
for the public interest in automobile and 
tire design and manufacture is almost com
pletely obliterated by the competitive pres
sures in these industries. 

It is easy to hurl wild charges ~nd to terrify 
the public with grisly statistics. But no 
charge by a politician, no statistics on h igh
way slaughter, no pictures of m angled bodies 
in highway collisions could be as shocking 
as the facts brought out in the last few 
months. 

The story begins with 3 d ays of hear
ings before the Federal Trade Commission 
early this year to consider whether tires are 
adequately labeled at the present time. The 
Federal Trade Commissioners were as stunned 
as I was when the highest officials in the 
automobile tire industry testified that: 

Quality labels on tires, such as "deluxe," 
"premium," and "first line," have no mean
ing whatever and "there is no way to tell one 
tire grade from another." 

Size labels on tires were never meant to 
indicate the precise size. The notion that 
these labels were meant to indicate the exact 
size is m erely a recent misunderstanding 
on the part of the public. It is perfectly 
possible for a 7.50 by 14 t ire to be larger than 
8.00 by 14. 

The ply or ply-rating labels on tires have 
no understandable meaning anymore. 

Tires supplied by the auto industry with 
its new cars are not designed to carry the 
full load for which these automobiles are 
designed. 

These are not charges m ade by a legisla
tor trying to pass a bill. They are the official 
explanations of standard pract ices within a 
great American industry which affects the 
lives of almost every citizen and which is 
trying to avoid Federal regulation. 

After studying the 635-page manuscript of 
the Federal Trade Com m ission hearin gs, I 
stated publicly that I t hought it documen ted 
a n ational scandal in automobile tires. I 
made my arguments on t he Senate fioor and 
before the Senate Commerce Committee. 
They were given n ationwide press coverage 
and yet, so far as I can tell , the responsible 
officials in in dustry paid n o attention, al
though the Akron bureau of the Cleveland 
Plain-Dealer reported that an unidentified 
tire industry spokesman h ad brushed off .my 
remarks as "a politician picking a dull day 
in the Senate to read something into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD." 

For that reason, I wrote to the presidents 
of the four major automobile manufacturing 
firms and asked them directly about these 
sensational d isclosures. Their replies, as ex-

pected, made a strong defense of their pres
ent practices. Yet not a single one of the 
revelations from the FTC hearings was re
futed. In fact, the rep~ies from the auto
mobile manufacturers added up to complete 
confirmation of the hearing disclosures. 

One might have thought that these auto
mobile manufacturers would write back and 
say, "Of course our tires are safe for any 
reasonable use to which our cars may be 
put." 

But that is not what they said. Almost 
like lawyers drafting a contract, they worked 
in careful, qualifying language to protect 
themselves and to shift the responsibility 
to the motorist. 

The simple fact brought out at the FTC 
hearings, and confirmed by the automobile 
manufacturers in their letters to me, is that 
tires are selected for new cars on the assump
tion that they will carry approximately three 
passengers and no luggage--this, in an age 
when cars are bigger than ever, when they 
have monstrous trunks, when a fantastic 
array of accessories is available, and when 
many family cars and station wagons are put 
to a tremendous range of uses hardly known 
a few years ago. 

The most important question I asked the 
auto makers was whether their tires ·could 
carry a full load in extended travel at mod
ern highway speeds. 

American Motors replied that its cars 
could carry a full load provided the tires 
were specially infiated. "The front tires 
should be in:H.ated from 24 to 26 pounds and 
the rear tires to 30 pounds," American Mo
tors said. When the tires are specially in
flated in this mann,er, they are "adequate 
for occasional full load service," the com
pany told me. 

This is a shocking admission, but almost 
the same information came from the other 
manufacturers. 

General Motors conceded that the "design 
guide in selecting tires" was three passen
gers, but said that its sedans could carry 
six passengers plus 200 pounds of luggage, 
provided the tires were specially inflated to 
28 pounds in the front and 30 pounds in 
the rear. Chrysler said simply that its tires 
were adequate "provided they are properly 
maintained," but it uses similar tires and 
its cars have similar weights, so apparently 
the same principles apply as in General 
Motors' case. 

Ford conceded that "it has been customary 
to make tire selections on the basis of a 
three-passenger load," but said that its 
sedans could carry six passengers plus lug
gage (up to a maximum of 1,100 pounds) if 
the tires were specially inflated to 30 pounds 
in front and 32 pounds in the rear. If a 
Ford station wagon is expected to carry a 
f.ull load (which Ford considers to be six 
passengers and 400 pounds of luggage, or 
eight passengers and 100 pounds of luggage, 
totaling 1,300 pounds) then its tires must 
be specially inflated to 28 pounds in the front 
and 36 pounds in the rear. 

What more sweeping confirmation could 
there be of the existence of a national tire 
scandal? The very companies which are 
pouring out automobiles at the rate of 7 
million or more a year concede that their 
cars cannot safely carry their full, designed 
load unless the tires are constantly in:fiated 
and deflated according to a set of tables 
hidden somewhere in a driver's manual. 

I wonder if there is a motorist on any 
h ighway in America today who is calculating 
the load of this car, his accessories, his pas
sengers, and his luggage to within 100 
pounds, then carefully adjusting his tire 
pressure in a n attempt to stay alive. I doubt 
that most motorists could tell you the 
amount, within 5 pounds, of air pressure 
they have in their tires. I doubt that many 
could t ell you the total loads they carry, 
either r egularly or occasionally. Obviously 

it is ridiculous to expect American motorists 
to carry out the daily--or even hourly-in
flation and deflation ritual prescribed by the 
auto makers. Do you think that the presi
dent of the Ford Motor Co., for instance, 
stops at a gasoline station on the way to 
work to inflate his tires if he has five of his 
associates riding with him? Will he stop 
again on the way home at night to deflate 
if only two of them ride back? 

In addition to being unrealistic, this spe
cial inflation program, in my opinion, is 
downright dangerous. I asked a high official 
of the Tire and Rim Association, the accepted 
spokesman for the tire industry, what he 
thought of a suggestion that motorists should 
inflate their rear tires from 24 to as much as 
36 pounds to increase their load-carrying 
capacity. His answer was that there is a 
great disagreement within the industry as 
to proper tire pressure, but that the con
sensus is that 36 pounds would be too much 
pressure, would cause excessive wear, and 
could cause a blowout. 

After poring over the automakers' replies, 
plus the beautiful manuals and accessory 
brochures which they sent along, I became 
convinced, more than ever, that only the 
Federal Govern:ment can protect the public 
interest in automobile safety. 

The automakers know that their tires 
are not adequate. If you read their manuals, 
you will find this confirmed a hundred ways. 
You are supposed to switch to a larger tire 
if you add an air conditioning unit with its 
extra weight to some models, for instance. 
If we are that close to the edge of safety, 
why should not all of the cars of such models 
have the larger and safer tires? 

At the same time, you are urged to load up 
your car with a fantastic array of accessories, 
including a camper top large enough for a 
small family to sleep under. How many 
cars loaded down with such accessories, or 
pulling heavy trailers, are speeding along 
our highways on tires overloaded by as much 
as 500 to 1,000 pounds each? 

If you believe the automakers, no one can 
really answer such questions because no one 
knows what the maximum safe tire loads are. 

The May issue of Consumer Bulletin states 
that the full-size Ford, Chevrolet, and 
Plymouth "have overloaded tires, and we sug
gest that the consumer order his car with 
tires of the next larger size." Paul Rand 
Dixon, Chairman of the Federal Trade Com
mission, testified before the Senate Com
merce Committee that "anyone in his right 
mind" buying a new car would ask the dealer 
to install the next larger tire. 

These statements were based on comparing 
official car weight figures with the tire load 
ratings of the Tire & Rim Association. Yet 
when these apparently irrefutable facts were 
presented to the automakers, their answer 
was simply that these association figures are 
not intended to be maximum loads. 

"The Tire & Rim Association yearbook 
load inflation tables never have indicated 
m aximum capacities," says Ford. 

Apparently, we must fit tires to cars so as 
to carry certain maximum loads without 
knowing the maximum carrying capacity of 
a tire. The automakers' position seems to be 
that they test their cars carefully on proving 
grounds and elsewhere, and if the tires do 
not fail, they are considered adequate. 

Certainly that is not enough assurance for 
the American public. In this age of ad
vanced science and technology, there is no 
reason why we cannot develop sensible, rea
sonable, understandable standards for auto
mobile tires to enable the automakers and 
the individual motorists to make a safe and 
intelligent selection. 

I dwell on tires simply because that is the 
field in which we have gathered the most 
evidence, but the same problem of safety 
exists in the manufacture and sale of the 
modern American automobile. 
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The Federal Government cannot remain 

indifferent to automobile design when we are 
killing more than 47,000 people and disabling 
1,700,000 more a year. We have an elaborate 
program of regulation and supervision in the 
aircraft industry, yet 50 times as many people 
are killed in auto accidents as in airplane 
accidents. Last year was the safest year in 
airline history and the worst year in highway 
traffic history. 

The Federal Aviation Agency will spend $40 
million next year in research and develop
ment. The FAA is intimately connected 
with every phase in the construction of art 
airplane. As one commercial airline publi
cation put it: 

"From the time a designer first put pencil 
t,o paper, FAA inspectors carefully followed 
its development to make sure that design 
and production methods and facilities met 
rigid FAA standards. These inspectors lived 
with the first models as they came down the 
assembly line, and their aeronautical en
gineers were present when the FAA produc
tion test pilots took the plane aloft for a very 
thorough fl.ight test program." 

Think what we could do to reduce our ap
palling highway death rate if we were sim
ilarly con cerned about safe automobile 
design. 

Much of the criticism of unsafe features 
on automobiles runs the risk of sounding 
somewhat petty. It is true that a different 
knob on an ashtray or the elimination of 
reflections on the dashboard and windshield 
wipers probably would not greatly affect our 
national death toll. 

But the real point is that basic principles 
of safety are not the controlling factor in 
automobile design. Cars today are de
signed to sell. And what sells are glamour 
and horsepower and a strange form of status 
which certainly have no connection with 
safety and may actually run counter to 
safety principles. 

The money which the industry itself 
spends on safety research is often wasted 
when styling trends override sensible con
clusions. There already is abundant expert 
know-how available to show us how we can 
improve automobile design in such a way as 
to sharply reduce highway fatalities. 

The U.S. Public Health Service accident 
prevention bureau estimates that 43 percent 
of the people who die in auto accidents die 
under survivable conditions. A number of 
expert studies by university professors and 
scientists have reached conclusions such as 
these: 

If cars were built so that heads would not 
strike windshields and dashboards, one out 
of five of those killed in accidents could be 
saved. 

When a person is thrown from a car, the 
chance of being killed is five times as great. 

Occupants could probably survive any 
crash up to 35 miles per hour if cars ha-d 
shoulder-harness seat belts, doors which did 
not fly open, and steering wheels designed to 
protect the driver. 

The steering column and the steering 
wheel are key factors. In many cars, the 
bottom of the steering column projects close 
to the front bumper. In a collision, it is 
driven back with tremendous force. In some 
cases, the steering column "spears" the 
driver. In other cases, the steering wheel 
strikes the abdomen or chest with such 
force as to cause fatal injuries. 

Scientists have shown how this problem 
could be corrected by use of a flexible steer
ing shaft instead of a rigid column, and 
through the redesign of the steering wheel 
itself. But this is a change which the in
dustry resists very strongly. 

The Federal General Services Administra
tion h as developed 17 safety features 
which will be required on all federally pur
chased cars beginn ing with the 1967 models. 
I hope that the States will set similar re
quirements for cars which they buy. 

If we can set these safety standards for 
publicly owned vehicles, surely we can extend 
the same degree of safety to all automobile 
purchasers. These specific 17 feat ures are 
not the perfect answers. The important 
thing is to have a responsible government 
agency with an official concern for auto
mobile design, and the authority to set 
minimum safety standards to protect the 
motoring public. 

It has been my experience over the years 
that all industries which deal with the pub
lic will oppose any attempts to regulate them 
in an effort to protect the public interest. 
They will say that we are destroying free en
terprise, that we are substituting political 
vote-getting for scientific expertise. But 
while they protest, they often begin to carry 
out the very reforms that they oppose. We 
have just seen this happen in the field of 
detergent pollution. Early in 1963, I in
troduced legislation to require the soap and 
detergent industry to convert, by July 1, 
1965, to a new form of detergent which would 
decompose in the sewage treatment process
es and would not pollute our water supplies. 
The industry howled in outrage and said 
such a move was unnecessary and impossible. 
Detergent pollution was good because it 
warned of other pollution, the industry 
argued. The bill has still not passed, but 
on July 1, 1965, the soap and detergent in
dustry proudly announced that it had com
pleted the changeover which it had said was 
not needed and could not be achieved. 

I hope that the same thing might h appen 
in the fields of automobile and tire safety. 
It has been suggested that the automakers 
equip their cars with the next larger size 
tire than those now used, to end the over
loading which they now concede. Two of 
the four automakers have already an
nounced that they will voluntarily include, 
on all their cars, some of the 17 safety fea
tures required on Federal cars by the General 
Services Administration. These features are 
required on all cars under the terms of my 
auto safety bill. 

If the manufacturers will move voluntarily, 
it will certainly speed up some meaningful 
action to reduce highway deaths. But it 
will not provide a final answer. 

Someone must speak for the public inter
est until safety is made an integral and last
ing part of the design, man ufacture, and sale 
of automobiles and tires. In a nation as 
far-flung and as widely traveled as ours, only 
a Federal agency, backed with enabling leg
islation, can provide an adequLte voice. 

WE ARE BUYING DEATH 
Here are some typical lett ers from motor

ists received recently by Senator NELSON: 
R. L. Templeton, Wellin gton, Tex.: "My 

only son was killed when a defective tire 
blew out on a new car. These new cars with 
2-ply tires are a fraud and a shame. We 
think we are buying safety but we are buy
ing death." 

Paul Worland, Cheyen ne, Wyo.: "At 
800 miles I had my first blowout (on a new 
1964 Oldsmobile). At 1,500 miles I had my 
second, and when the car was 3 months and 
21 days old, I had another blowout-just as 
I was passing another car. My wife was 
painfully injured. I totally wrecked my new 
car and damaged the other to the extent of 
several hundred dollars." 

Clifton D. Hill, Northville, Mich.: "In No
vember 1963, I purchased a Ford Thunder
bird which had new 2-ply tires (Goodyear 
tires). * * • When there was 6,000 miles on 
the car, one tire blew out and ca used me to 
cross over a median of a superhighway in 
Canada and almost have a fatal accident. · 
At 7,200 miles another tire blew out at Gay
lord, Mich., causing me to go into a ditch." 

Mrs. Richard A. Williams, Hermosa Beach, 
Calif.: "In November 1962, we bought a fac
tory fresh new Mercury . station wagon 
equipped with five brand new tires (Good-

rich tires). In the summer we left Cali
fornia for a 2-week trip to the Midwest. Be
fore we returned we had blown out all five 
tires. While traveling through Arizona, out 
in the middle of nowhere, we blew two tires 
at one time • • * ." 

ADJUSTMENT IN CIVIL SERVICE 
AND POST OFFICE ANNUITIES 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, re
cently it was my privilege to appear 
before the Subcommittee on Retirement 
of the Senate Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service in support of H.R. 8469. 
At that time, it was made clear by my 
testimony and now it has been made 
clear by my vote that I supported H.R. 
8469. However, as I said at the hearing 
and I say now after passage of H.R. 8469 
that I do not feel that the provisions in 
this bill in many aspects are sufficient to 
correct the inequities now existing in the 
present annuities paid to civil service 
and post office retirees. 

The responsibility to meet the explod
ing costs of living by adjustments in civil 
service and post offi'ce annuities belongs 
to us, the Senate, and our fellow col
leagues in the House of Representatives. 
We are in agreement that necessary 
adjustments must be made, but we must 
go beyond H.R. 8469 and we must 
immediately begin considering future 
legjslation to balance the annuities of 
retired employees and to compensate 
survivors' annuities further. 

As of June 30, 1964, approximately 
75,000 survivor annuitants are drawing 
less than $·50 per month; 50,000 retiree 
annuitants are drawing less than $50 
per month; and a shocking combination 
figure of 275,000 retiree annuitants and 
survivor annuitants are ·drawing less 
than $100 per month, and 475,000 , less 
than $200. As you can see, Mr. Presi
dent, there are inequities involved in the 
present civil service and post office 
annuity program. 

Certainly, H.R. 8469, will bring these 
figures more in line, but still there is a 
need for future legislation. The sooner 
we act, the sooner the inequities will be 
resolved. So last week I urged passage 
of H.R. 8469, but today I ask Congress to 
begin considering future , more compre
hensive legislation in this field. 

MEDICARE AND THE PSYCHIATRIST 
Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 

in the recently enacted medical care 
bill, I supported amendments aimed at 
eliminating several discriminatory 
clauses relating to the treatment of 
mental illness. Though my own pro
posal would have provided the elderly 
with the same equal protection in psy
chiatric hospitals as provided in general 
hospitals, the final version retained a 
discriminatory feature by imposing an 
overall lifetime limitation of 190 days for 
inpatient psychiatric treatment. 

Dr. Robert W. Gibson, director of the 
Sheppard & Enoch Pratt Hospital in 
Towson, Md., and spokesman for the 
American Psychiatric Association, noted 
in the September 1965 issue of Mental 
Hospitals the encouraging developments 
taken by Congress in providing for treat
ment of mental illness under the health 
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care bill. Dr. Gibson's editorial points 
to the general trend of a more sympa
thetic understanding of mental illness. 
Congress, by passage of medicare, has 
moved in this direction. Dr. Gibson ad
monishes psychiatrists and private in
surance to follow suit: 

Medicare should serve as an example for 
private insurance programs to handle the 
mentally ill as they do persons suffering 
from other illnesses. It can even influence 
the opinion of the general public about the 
mentally ill. No longer will they be a group 
that must be treated differently and denied 
the benefits given to others. 

If the psychiatric patient is to be treated 
just like other patients, it is the psychiatrist 
who must give leadership in solving the 
many problems that will arise. 

I applaud Dr. Gibson not only for his 
significant contribution to the medicare 
legislation, but for his foresight and wis
dom in understanding the realities of the 
future. Congress can only do so much in 
providing for the general welfare by en
acting constructive programs. It takes 
the cooperative efforts of all sides before 
the true value of these programs is fully 
realized and successfully applied. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MEDICARE AND THE PSYCHIATRIST'S 
RESPONSmn.ITY 

(By Robert W. Gibson, M.D., medical direc
tor, Sheppard and Enoch Pratt Hospital 
Towson, Md.) 
Many of the issues surrounding medicare 

are highly complex, but one is remarkably 
simple. The complex issues concern the 
effect on hospitals across the country, the 
specter of socialized medicine, and the eco
nomic impact on the wage earner who sup
ports the program and on the retired person 
who benefits from it. But for psychiatry 
medicare posed one very simple issue: dis
crimination against the mentally ill. 

The first version of the bill (H.R. 1, King
Anderson) contained a simple clause exclud
ing any institution that was primarily for 
the care of the mentally ill. This meant that 
medicare would pay for psychiatric treat
ment only in psychiatric units of general 
hospitals. Although the number of such 
facilities has increased in recent years, there 
are still far too few beds to meet the needs. 
Furthermore, there is no reason why these 
units should be expected to meet the needs 
of most psychiatric patients, since they offer 
a specialized service and do not attempt to 
treat the full range of mental illnesses. 
Moreover, many of these units will not ac
cept patients over 65. 

In early discussions with Members of 
Congress, their staffs, and those persons from 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare who were working on the bill, we 
learned that there had been virtually no 
public reaction to the announcement that 
psychiatric hospitals would be excluded. 
This situation was soon corrected by Daniel 
Blain, M.D., then president of the American 
Psychiatric Association, who vigorously pro
tested against this exclusion. His protest 
was strongly supported by the National As
sociation of Private Psychiatric Hospitals, the 
National Association for Mental Health, and 
the National Association of State Mental 
Health Program Directors. Through the co
ordinated efforts of many individuals repre
senting these four organizations, the basic 
message-eliminate discrimination against 
the psychiatric patient-was brought to the 
attention of Congress. This message found 
sympathetic ears. In response to requests 
for information, we wer~ a'ble to <temonstrate 

that the exclusion was not justified: that the 
cost of including treatment for mental ill
ness would not be prohibitive; that mental 
illness is not simply a local problem being 
adequately handled by State hospital sys
tems; and that most psychiatric patients 
over 65 could be rehabilitated. 

When the bill came out of the House Ways 
and Means Committee, significant gains had 
been made. The concept of a voluntary 
health insurance program had been de
veloped, and persons who chose to partici
pate at a cost of $3 a month would have some 
psychiatric coverage. Even so, some quali
fications made it clear that mentally ill per
sons were still being placed in a special 
category. 

When the bill went to the Senate, the 
APA was given the opportunity to testify 
before the Senate Finance Committee. As 
APA's official spokesman, I was able to pre
sent the basic position so strongly stated by 
Dr. Blain: we should root out all discrimina
tion against the mentally ill, lock, stock, and 
barrel. Through the strong support of Sen
ators MAURINE NEUBERGER, Democrat, of Ore
gon, and EUGENE MCCARTHY, Democrat, Of 
Minnesota, the Senate eliminated with a few 
exceptions the discriminatory clauses. As it 
now stands, active treatment in a psychiatric 
hospital could be obtained under the basic 
:qospital insurance plan. Although no such 
restriction was made for any other illness, a 
190-day lifetime limit was placed on coverage 
for psychiatric hospitalization. While we 
are grateful for the tremendous progress that 
has been made, our basic position remains 
unchanged: we want discrimination totally 
eliminated, and we hope that after experi
ence is gained, the 190-day lifetime limit-
this vestige of discrimination-will be wiped 
out. 

Gains have already been made that can 
lead to far-reaching benefits for the men
tally 111. From its inception, the public 
assistance program excluded patients hos
pitalized for mental illness. This exclusion 
has been eliminated, provided States im
prove their services to attain a satisfactory 
level of intensive treatment. There are 
other indications of a changing attitude. 
For example, when a provision was enacted 
to give coverage for "each spell of sickness" 
beyond 60 days, there was no hedging about 
the psychiatric patient. He, like patients 
with other illnesses, can take advantage of 
the extra 30 days. 

This general trend toward eliminating dis
criminatory restrictions against the men
tally ill supports the contention that there 
is more at stake here than the medicare bill 
itself. There is every reason to believe that 
the bill will lead to widespread reform in 
all health legislation. Medicare should 
serve as an example for private health in
surance programs to handle the mentally 
ill as they do persons suffering from other 
illnesses. It can even influence the opinion 
of the general public about the mentally 
ill. No longer will they be a group that 
must be treated differently and denied the 
benefits given to others. 

Progress so far is encouraging, but it 
would certainly be premature to conclude 
that we have won our point on the simple 
issue--eliminating discrimination against 
the mentally ill. Nevertheless, we must be
gin to face up to the complex issues. If 
the psychiatric patient is to be treated just 
like other patients, it is the psychiatrist who 
must give leadership in solving the many 
problems that will arise. 

Each year about 48,000 patients over 65 
years of age are admitted to State mental 

·hospitals, and 7,000 patients over 65 to pri
vate psychiatric hospitals. Preliminary sur
veys indicate that, with active treatment and 
adequate follow-up services, about three 
fourths of these patients could be discharged 
within 2 or 3 mqnths. With psychiatric hos
pital services available under medioare, there 

is going to be a tremendous increase in the 
demand for intensive treatment for the older 
patient. Medicare does not provide for cus
todial care. On the contrary, the whole em
phasis of the bill is on benefits for those who 
can be rehabilitated through active treat
ment. 

The present geriatric services throughout 
the country are totally inadequate to meet 
this increased demand. They must be im
proved and expar..d ed. New services must 
be developed. This will present a whole 
series of problems and will severely tax our 
all too few psychiatric personnel. The need 
for hospital services will be felt first , but this 
Will soon be followed by a demand for the 
whole range of modern psychiatric treat
ment facilities--outpatient services , day hos
pitals, sheltered workshops, and the rest. 

We psychiatrists must continue to fight 
for the fundamental right of each of our 
patients to receive treatment on an equitable 
basis. On all sides we see indications t hat 
progress is being made. In particular, Con
gress has moved in this direction with the 
medicare bill. If the ultimate victory can 
be won, the psychiatrist must provide lead
ership and consultation to draft appropriate 
regulations. He must see that the psychi
atric benefits are not abused, and he must 
do the plain hard work that will be required 
t o meet the massive psychiatric needs that 
have been so long neglected. 

"CONSUMERS DIGEST"-A 
DISCOUNT CATALOG 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, always, it 
seems, there are those who can find some 
way to exploit a worthwhile trend for 
their own financial advantage. The bul
letin of the Better Business Bureau of 
St. Louis for July-August 1965 offers 
new evidence of this fact. 

Because those that would be exploited 
are consumers who are making a sincere 
effort to be more informed in their pur
chasing, the "Consumers Digest" gim
mick is particularly distressing to me. 

On general principles--and because I 
understand the "Consumer Digest" mail 
solicitation U; entering this area-I ask 
unanimous consent that the Better Busi
ness Bureau report be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Better Business Bureau Bulletin, 

July-August 196·5] 
"CONSUMERS DIGEST"-A MERE DISCOUNT 

CATALOG 
Playing on the currently popular Inagic 

of the word, "consumer," a Chicago outfit 
under the name of "Consumers Digest" is 
offering "charter memberships" to whoever 
sends in a $7 subscription. 

For the $7 annually, you are supposed to 
get: Consumers Digest magazine every 2 
months; Consumers Digest Price Buying Di
rectory (published annually); and what is 
described as a "Library Answering Service." 

The firm, operated by the brothers Arthur 
and Louis Weber, does not sell merchandise: 
it merely sells information as to where you 
are supposed to be able to buy national 
brand merchandise at alleged substantial 
discounts from list prices. 

The membership invitation, signed by one 
Kenneth Holgate, tells you that: 

"You can start right now to increase your 
family savings $25--even as much as $100 
or more a month. As a member of Con
sumers Digest Price Buying Service, you save 
up to 50 cents of every dollar you spend on 
nationally advertised products of every kind 
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for the home, the office, f·or recreation, for 
personal advancement--for the things 
which make life worth living. 

"For instance, if you had been a member 
when you bought your last car, you could 
have saved up to $1,000 on its purchase. If 
you and your family are users of vitamins, 
you could have bought the same nationally 
advertised brands you now use for as much 
as 50 percent less. Same goes for most of 
your purchases." 

Noting that many of the items listed in 
t :'le directory sell regularly in usual retail 
outlets for far less than the "list prices" 
quoted, an investigator for the Chicago Bet
ter Business Bureau set out to have a chat 
with the Consumers Digest people. 

Seeking the "Consumers building" as ad
vertised in the mailing prices, he looked for 
a building at the originally advertised ad
dress, 1102 Third Avenue, Des Plains, Ill., he 
found only a single family house in a resi
dential area--once upon a time but no 
longer occupied by Consumer Digest. 

The investigator then went to another 
Consumers Digest listed address, at 5756 
North Lincoln Avenue, Chicago, Ill. This was 
entirely vacant except for a telephone. Un
daunted he went on to 6313 North Lincoln 
Avenue, Chicago, and found a two-story 
bulding, the lower front of which is in truth 
the operating headquarters of Consumers 
Digest, housing a few people selling cata
logs for $7, but it does not house the ref
eren<:e library, which Oonsumers Digest n
lustrates but does not have. 

An interested St. Louis lady and "charter 
member" of Consumers Digest, wrote politely 
to the "reference library," inquiring as to 
where some of the cataloged stuff could be 
purchased. She received a printed postcard 
in return bearing this "seal" of "Service-
Integrity-Savings" and advising that the 
nearest place for her needs was in the Chicago 
area. 

RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, in ac

cordance with the order heretofore en
tered, I move that the Senate stand in 
recess untilll o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 7 
o'clock and 5 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess, under the order previously 
entered, until tomorrow, Tuesday, Sep
tember 14, 1965, at 11 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate September 13, 1965: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

U. Alexis Johnson, of California, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career ambas
sador, to be a Deputy Under Secretary of 
State. 

UNITED NATIONS 
Mrs. Marjorie McKenzie Lawson, of the 

District of Columbia, to be the representa
tive of the United States of America on the 
Socia l Commission of the E<:onomic and 
Social Council of the United Nations. 

The following-named persons to be repre
sentatives of the United States of America to 
the 20th session of the General Assembly of 
tho United. Nations: 

Arthur J. Goldberg, of Illinois. 
Charles W. Yost, of New York. 
BARRATT O'HARA, U.S. Representative from 

the State of Illinois. 
PETER H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN, U.S. Repre

sentative from the State of New Jersey. 
William C. Foster, Oif the District of Colum

bia. 
The follcwi~ g-n:>med persons to be alter

nate representatives of the United States 

of America to the 20th session of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations : 

James M. Nabrit, Jr., of the District of 
Columbia. 

JAMES RoosEVELT, U.S. Representative from 
the State of California. 

Mrs. Eugenie Anderson, of Minnesota. 
William P. Rogers, of Maryland. 
Miss Frances E. Willis, of California. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Arthur M. Ross, of California, to be Com

missioner of Labor Statistics, U.S. Depart
ment of Labor, for a term of 4 years. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE 

Francis Keppel, of Massachusetts, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. (New position.) 

U.S. MARSHAL 
Rex B. Hawks, of Oklahoma, to be U.S. 

marshal for the western district of Okla
homa for the term of 4 years. (Reappoint
ment.) 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Robert A. Brooks, of Massachusetts, to be 

Assistant Secretary of the Army, vice Daniel 
M. Luevano, resigned. 

John S. Foster, Jr., of California, to be 
Director of Defense Research and Engineer
ing, vice Harold Brown. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
The following candidates for personnel ac

tion in the Regular Corps of the Public 
Health Service subject to qualifications 
therefor as provided by law and regulations: 

FOR APPOINTMENT 
To be senior surgeons 

Henry Bosshard Charles R. Sharp 
William H. Cope Richard B. Stephenson 
Seymour M. Perry Jan Wolff 

To be surgeons 
Jerome B. Block G!nes A. Martinez 
Robert E. Burky Phillip G. Nelson 
Joseph Davidson William D. Odell 
James J. Egan Lewis E. Patrie 
Harold E. Hall John T. Schwartz 
Edward S. Henderson Frederick Snyder 
William R . Kirkham Robert E . Stam 
Robert D. Lindeman David H. Woodbury 

To be senior assistant surgeons 
Robert L. Allred Louis A. Ivey 
Richard M. Asofsky James W. Justice 
Nicholas R. Bachur,Harry R. Keiser 

Sr. Aaron W. Kemp, Jr. 
Frederic D. Ball James R. Kimmey, Jr. 
Richard R. Bates Donald E. La Marche 
Jon M. Beauchamp Ronald E. Lather 
Paul Bornstein E. James Lieberman 
Harry L. Braeuer William D. Lilly 
Glenn 0. Bratcher Gerald L. Looney 
Nijole V. Brazauskas James B . Lucas 
William R. Bronson Sanford P. Lyle 
Paul W. Brown John R. Marshall 
Charles M. Cashel Larry J. Matthews 
Thomas R. Cate John A. Mazzarella 
RobertS. Chabon John W. McBride, Jr. 
Allen W. Cheever Clayton H. McCracken, 
Vincent A. Cia varra Jr. 
John M. Coyne Charles D. McDonald, 
Clifford L. CUlp, Jr. Jr. 
Thomas E. Drake Dale E. McFarlin 
James P. Durham, Jr. Michael J. Middleton 
Albert L. Ebaugh William E. Monk 
Ernest Feigenbaum Kenneth J. Monsma 
R cmald K. G ary Hugo Montes-Cardona 
Michael F. Glynn William M. Moore 
Arlan J. Gottlieb Ronald A. Naumann 
William J. Hale Guy R. Newell, Jr. 
James B. Halligan James R. Noonan 
Robert L. Hampton Abner L. Notkins 
John R. Hansell J. Coleman O'Gwynn 
George R. Herron, Jr. III 
James M. Holland Paul M. Packman 
Paul V. Holland Lawrence V. Perlman 
Michael R. Hunsaker James C. Prescott 
Luverne A. Husen Donald L. Randall 

Harvey P. Randall Donald A. Swetter 
Dwayne M. Reed Nicola M. Tauraso 
Martin Reivich James E. Taylor, Jr. 
Richard L. Robin Edward A. Teitelman 
Benjamin B. Rubin-Edwin A. Turner, Jr. 

stein · William I. Wade, Jr. 
Barney S. Saunders Spencer A. Ward 
Ronald H. Scheeringa Kenneth S. Welsh 
John J. Schrogie, Jr. Leland D. Whitelock, 
Myron G. Schultz Jr. 
Derek J. Sharvelle John J. Witte 
Paul R. Sondrup Dennis E. Wolf 
Duncan E. Stewart Donald G. Wong 
Allen H. Storm Vernon G. Wong 
William J. Straughen Kirk D. Wuepper 
Robert W. Sullivan William J. Yount 
Stephen P. Swersie 

To be senior dental surgeons 
Dean W. Darby. 
Harold R. Englander. 

To be dental surgeon 
Thomas A. McDermott. 

To be senior assistant dental surgeons 
Thomas L. Austin John N. Kent 
Wallace B. Brown Donald R. Merryfield 
Gary E. Callow Norman Nepo 
Louis F. Canna vale William H. Olson 
Patrick T. Cavalli John J. O'Neill 
Edward B. Dowd Richard R. Ranney 
Jewell T. Gillahan James E. Standifer 
Keith A. Gordon Thomas M. Tarpley, Jr. 
Maurice R. Hamill, Jr. Frank D. Tice 
Gary C. Hammer David A. Wallace 
Clement H. Handlon Victor E. Walters 
Jon A. Hays Richard L. Webber 
Lester B. Hilborn 

To be senior assistant sanitary engineers 
Donald G. Myer. 
Francis L. Schulte. 

To be assistant sanitary engineers 
James S. Benson James G. Payne, Jr. 
Leslie M. Dunn Marion R. Scalf 
George W. Fisher Claude A. J. Schleyer 
Allen G. Leary Garry E. Stigall 
Thomas L. Marshall Daniel A. Stock 

To be junior assistant sanitary engineers 
George E. Anderson Willard G. Hopkins 
David L. Calkins Thomas E. Kreichelt 
Joseph A. Cochran 

To be pharmacists 
Leslie E. Collins. 
John M. Folmer. 

To be senior assistant pharmacist 
William A. Millar, II. 

To be assistant pharmacists 
Grover P. Art Joseph H. Deffen-
Robert L. Ashmore baugh, Jr. 
Thomas S. Bozzo Paul T. Farrell 
Dean M. Chetkovich Sydney H. Hamet 
James F. Cooper Samuel C. Ingraham 

III 
To be junior assistant pharmacists 

Robert A. Epstein Francis A. Quam 
Richard F. Macintosh Harold G. Smith, Jr. 

To be scientists 
Malcolm D. Hoggan 
George E. Thompson 

To be senior assistant scientists 
Leonard Chiazze, Jr. 
Harley G. Sheffield 

To be sanitarians 
Raymond A. Belknap Charles J. Hart 
Alfredo Casta-Velez Elmer D. McGlasson 
Virgil D. Grace 

To be senior assistant sanitarians 
Gerald I. Goldschmidt 
Stephen J. Pijar 
James M. Stewart 

To be veterinary officers 
Everette F. Baker, Jr. 
William M. Blackmore 
Gerald A. Jacobson 
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To be senior assistant veterinary officers 

Ezra Berman 
David L. Madden 

To be nurse officer 
Meral J. Loewus 

To be senior assistant nurse officer 
Pietrina R . Ragaglia. 

To be assistant nurse officer 
Roberta J. Bessette. 

To be assistant dietitians 

Kathleen M. Doherty. 
Sylvia Hatch. 

To be junior assistant dietitians 

Jacqueline S. Freeman Joanne L. Miller 
Geraldine A. Jevnikar Joyce D. Newman 
Margaret M. McNellis Patricia M. Theis 

To be senior assistant therapist 

Robert N. Parrette. 

To be assistant therapists 
William W. Haley. 
Leonard A. Stone. 

To be health services officers 
Lawrence T. Barrett. 
Robert M. Pennington. 

To be senior assistant health services 
officers 

Iola G. Arnold NeilS. Goldstein 
Erich W. Bretthauer Melvin J. Melreton 
Stanley P. Farlow Roger H. Schneider 

To be assistant health services officers 
John W. Biedenkapp Thomas G. Gallagher 
David W. Callagy Stanley J. Kissel, Jr. 
John M. Collins Bert L. Murphy 

FOR PERMANENT PROMOTION 

To be senior assistant sanitary engineers 

Charles H. Bolton, III. 
Todd A. Cayer. 
Eugene I. Chaiken. 

To be senior assistant therapist 
Neil 0. Hartman. 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 

the Senate September 13, 1965: 
STATE DEPARTMENT 

I withdraw the nomination of William J. 
Porter; of Massachusetts, a Foreign Service 
officer of the class of career minister, to be 
Ambassador. Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary of the United States of America to the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, which was sent to 
the Senate July 9, 1965. 

•• ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1965 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., prefaced his prayer with this verse 
of Scripture: Psalms 119: 18: Open Thou 
mine eyes, that I may behold wondrous 
things out of Thy law. 

Eternal God in whom we trust; 
whose wisdom and purpose we accept 
and whose ways we must follow if we 
are to know the life that is victorious 
and triumphant. 

Fill us with more of the spirit of love 
and good will that binds us to humanity 
in its hopes and aspiration and unites us 
more closely with those who have been 
wounded by some great sorrow or some 
desolating misfortune. · 

Help us to realize that what we need 
in our troubled world is not more books 
on this or that dogma, but more kind, 
helpful, and joyous lives which exudate 
the Christ-like spirit to others, enabling 
them to carry on courageously and . 
hopefully. 

Grant us to be more forgiving, because 
we have so much need to be forgiven 
and may we be faithful to all and most 
eager to be loyal to Thy wise and holy 
will. 

May we accept this new day as a great 
gift, a divine opportunity to be co
workers with Thee and challenge for 
heroic endeavor. 

In Christ's name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re

port the J oumal of the preceding 
session. 

The Clerk read. 
Mr. HALL (interrupting reading) . 

Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I demand 

that the Journal be read in full. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 

the Joumal. 
The Clerk read. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. ARENDS (interrupting reading). 

Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state his point of order. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
illinois makes the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

Will the gentleman withhold that un
til the Chair receives a message from the 
Senate? 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I insist 
upon my point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman in
sists upon his point of order. 

Evidently a quorum is not present. 
Mr. ALBERT: Mr. Speaker, I move 

a call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Anderson, 
Tenn. 

Andrews, 
GeorgeW. 

An drews, 
Glenn 

Ashbrook 
Ayres 
Baring 
Belcher 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Ca hill 
Cameron 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Clancy 
Conyers 
Craley 
Culver 
Daddario 
Denton 
Dickinson 
Farnsley 
Farnum 

[Roll No. 272] 
Foley 
F raser 
Frelinghu ysen 
Grabowski 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
H :'l.milton 
Harris 
H arvey, Ind. 
Har vey, Mich. 
H eb ert 
H elstoski 
H enderson 
J acobs 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kelly 
K e-:Jgh 
Lin dsay 
Lon g, La. 
Lon g, Md. 
McClory 
McVicker 
Macdonald 
Ma::kie 

Martin, Ala. 
May 
Mills 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Passman 
Pepper 
Powell 
Reid, N.Y. 
Reifel 
Resnick 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roush 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Shipley 
Steed 
Stephens 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Tupper 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wolff 
Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 359 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

Without objection, further proceed
ings under the call will be dispensed 
with. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

dispense with further proceedings under 
the call of the House. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The SPEAKER. That motion is not in 
order. 

The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MossL 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the "ayes" had 
it. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum is 
not present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 226, nays 12·6, not voting 80, 
as follows: · 

[Roll No. 273] 
YEAS-226 

Abernethy Ford, 
Adams William D. 
Albert Fraser 
Anderson, Friedel 

Tenn. Fulton, Tenn. 
Annunzio Garmatz 
Ashley Gibbons 
Aspinall Gilbert 
Bandstra Gilligan 
Barrett Green, Oreg. 
Beckworth Green, Pa. 
Bennett Greigg 
Bingham Grider 
Blatnik Gubser 
Boggs Hagen, Calif. 
Boland Hamilton 
Bolling Hanley 
Brademas Hanna 
Brooks Hansen, Iowa 
Brown, Calif. Hansen, Wash. 
Burke Hardy 
Burleson Harsha 
Burton, Calif. Hathaway 
Byrne, Pa. Hays 
Cabell Hechler 
Callan Hicks 
Carey Holifield 
Celler Holland 
Clark Horton 
Clevenger Howard 
Cohelan Hull 
Conte Hungate 
Cooley Huot 
Corbett !chord 
Corman Irwin 
Cunningham Jacobs 
Daniels Jennings 
Dawson Joelson 
de la Garza Johnson, Calif. 
D~laney Johnson, Pa. 
Dent Jones, Ala. 
Diggs Karsten 
Dingell Karth 
Dow Kastenmeier 
Downing Kee 
Dulski King, Calif . 
Duncan, Oreg. King, Utah 
Dwyer Kirwan 
Dyal Kluczynski 
Edmondson Krebs 
Edwards, Calif. Kunkel 
Evans, Colo. Landrum 
E vins, Tenn. Leggett 
Fallon Long, Md. 
Far bstein Love 
Fascell McCarthy 
Fino McDade 
Flood McDowell 
Foley McFall 

McGrath 
Macdonald 
Machen 
Mackay 
Madden 
Mahon 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
M Jeds 
Miller 
Minish 
Mink 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Morse 
Moss 
Multer 
Murphy, Ill. 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Hara, Til. 
O'Hara, Mich. 
O'Konski 
Olsen, Mont. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neill , Mass. 
Ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Pike 
Poage 
Powell 
Price 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Quie 
Race 
Randall 
Redlin 
Reid, N.Y. 
Reuss 
Rhodes , Pa. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Roberts 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney , N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 



September 13, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 

Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidha user 
Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Sickles 

Staggers Vigorito 
Stalbaum Vivian 
Stratton Walker, N.Mex. 
Stubblefield Watts 
Sullivan Weltner 
Sweeney Whalley 
Taylor White, Idaho 
Teague, Tex. White, Tex. 
Tenzer Widnall 
Thompson, N.J. Williams 
Todd Willis 
Trimble Wilson, Bob 
Tunney Wyatt 

sisk Tupper Wydler 
Slack Udall Yates 
Smith, Iowa 
Stafford 

Ullman Young 
Vanik Zablocki 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Anderson, TIL 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
.Arends 
Ashmore 
Baldwin 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Bell 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Broomfield 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Callaway 
Carter 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conable 
Cramer 
Curtin 
CUTtiS 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Derwinski 
Devine 

NAYS-126 

Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Findley 
Flynt 
Fountain 
Fulton, Pa. 
Fuqua 
Gettys 
Goodell 
Gross 
Grover 
Gmney 
Hagan, Ga. 
Haley 
Hall 
Halleck 
Hansen, Idaho 
Herlong 
Hosme·r 
Hutchinson 
Jarman 
Jonas 
Keith 
King, N.Y. 
Kornegay 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Long, La. 
McCulloch 
McEwen 
McMillan 
MacGregor 
Marsh 
Martin, Mass. 
Martin, Nebr. 
Matthews 

Michel 
Minshall 
Mize 
Moore 
Morton 
Mosher 
Murray 
Nelsen 
O'Neal, Ga. 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Pool 
Quillen 
Reid; Ill. 
Reinecke 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Robison 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Satterfield 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Selden 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stanton 
Talcott 
Teague, Calif. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Walker, Miss. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Whitener 
Younger 

NOT VOTING-80 

Addabbo Frelinghuysen 
Andrews, Gallagher 

George W. Gathings 
Andrews, Giaimo 

Glenn Gonzalez 
Ashbrook Grabowski 
Ayres Gray 
Baring Griffin 
Bolton Griffiths 
Bonner Halpern 
Cahill Harris 
Cameron Harvey, Ind. 
Casey Harvey, Mich. 
Cederberg Hawkins 
Conyers Hebert 
Craley Helstoski 
Culver Henderson 
Daddario Johnson, Okla. 
Denton Jones, Mo. 
Dickinson Kelly 
Donohue Keogh 
Ellsworth Laird 
Farnsley Lindsay 
Farnum McClory 
Feighan Me Vicker 
Fisher Mackie 
Fogarty Mailliard 
Ford, Gerald R. Martin, Ala. 

May 
Mills 
Murphy, N.Y. 
O'Brien 
Passman 
Philbin 
Reifel 
Resnick 
Rivers, S.C. 
Rodino 
Roush 
Ryan 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Ship1ey 
Steed 
Stephens 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Van Deerlin 
Waggonner 
Whitten 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wolff 
Wright 

So the motion was agreed to. 
Mr. SENNER and Mr. McDADE 

changed their votes from "nay" to "yea." 
Mr. JARMAN changed his vote from 

"yea" to "nay." 
The result of the vote was announced 

·as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 

CXI--1488 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will pro
ceed with the reading of the Journal. 

The Clerk resumed the reading of the 
Journal. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia (interrupting 
the reading of the J ournaD . Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the. House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Andrews, 
GeorgeW. 

Andrews, 
Glenn 

Ashbrook 
Ayres 
Baring 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Cameron 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Clausen, 

Don H . 
Conyers 
Craley 
Culver 
Daddario 
Denton 
Dickinson 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
Fisher 
Flood 

[Roll No. 274] 
Foley, 
F raser 
Frelingh uysen 
Giaimo 
Grabowski 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Harris 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Leggett 
Lindsay 
McClory 
McMillan 
McVicker 
Mackie 
Mailliard 
Martin, Ala. 
May 

Mills 
Murphy, N.Y. 
O 'Hara, Mich. 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Reifel 
Rivers, Alaska 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roosevelt 
Roush 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Shipley 
Steed 
Stephens 
Talcott 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wolff 
Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 363 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

Without objection, further proceed
ings under the call will be dispensed 
with. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I object. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to lay that motion on the table. 
· The SPEAKER. That motion is not in 

order. 
The question is on the motion offered 

by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SMITH] objects to the vote 
on the ground that a quorum is not pres
ent and makes the point of order that a 
.quorum is not present. Evidently, a 
quorum is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 24.4, nays 127, not voting 61, 
as follows: 

Abernethy 
Adams 
Albert 
Annunzio 

[Roll No. 275] 
YEA&-244 

Ashley 
Aspinall 
Ayres 
Baldwin 

Bandstra 
Barrett 
Beckworth 
Bell 

Bennett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boland 

·BOlling 
Brad em as 
Brooks " 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Buchanan · 
Burke 
Burleson 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cabell 
Cahil~ 
Callan 
Clark 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Colmer 
Conte 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Cunningham 
Daniels 
Dawson 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dent 
Diggs 
Ding ell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Dwyer 
Dyal 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Calif. 
Evans, Colo. 
Evfns, Tenn. 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Fino 
Flood 
Foley 
Ford, 

William D . 
Fraser 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilbert 
Gilligan 
Gonzalez 
Gooden 
Grabowski 
Gray 
Green, Oreg: 
Green, Pa. 
Greigg 
Grider 
Gubser 
Hagen, Calif. 
Hamilton 
Hanley 
Hanna 
Hansen, Iowa 
Hansen, Wash. 
Hardy 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Anderson, TIL 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Callaway 
Carter 
Chamberlain 

23597 
Harsha Pickle 
Hathaway Pike 
Hawkins Pirnie 
Hays Powell 
Hechler Price 
Hicks Pucinski 
Holifield Quie 
Holland Race 
Horton Randall 
Howard Redlin 
Hull Reid, N.Y. 
Hungate Resnick 
Huot Reuss 
lchord Rhodes, Pa. 
Irwin Rivers, Alaska 
Jacobs Roberts 
Jennings Robison 
Joelson Rodino 
Johnson, Calif. Rogers, Colo. 
Jones, Ala. Rogers, Fla. 
Karsten Ronan 
Kanh Roncalio 
Kastenmeier Rooney, N.Y. 
Kee Rooney, Pa. 
King, Calif. Roosevel·t 
King, Utah Rosenthal 
Kirwan Rostenkowski 
Kl uczynski Roush 
Kornegay Roybal 
Krebs Rumsfeld 
Kunkel St Germain 
Landrum Saylor 
Long,Md. Scheuer 
Love Schisler 
McCarthy Schmidha user 
McDade Schweiker 
McDowell Secrest 
McFall · Senner 
McGrath Sickles 
Macdonald Sisk 
Machen Slack 
Mackay Smith, Iowa 
Mackie Stafford 
Madden Staggers 
Mahon Stalbaum 
Martin, Mass. Stephens 
Mathias Stratton 
Matsunaga Stubblefield 
Meeds Sullivan 
Miller Sweeney 
Minish Taylor 
Mink Teague, Tex. 
Moeller Tenzer 
Monagan Thompson, N.J. 
Moorhead Todd 
Morgan Trimble 
Morris Tunney 
Morrison Tupper 
Morse Udall 
Mosher Ullman 
Moss Van Deea-lin 
Multer Vanik 
Natcher Vigorito 
Nedzi Vivian 
Nix Walker, N.Mex. 
O'Hara, TIL Watts . 
O'Hara, Mich. Weltner 
O'Konski White, Idaho 
Olsen, Mont. White, Tex. 
Olson, Minn. Whitten 
O 'Ne111, Mass. Widnall 
Ottinger Willis 
Patman Wyatt 
Patten Wydler 
Pelly Yates 
Pepper Young 
Perkins Zablocki 
Philbin 

NAY&-127 

Chelf Findley 
Clancy Fisher 
Cl,ausen, Flynt 

Don H. Fountain 
CLawson, Del Fulton, Pa. 
Cleveland Fuqua 
Collier Gathings 
Conable Gettys 
Cramer Gross 
Curtin Grover 
Curtis Gurney 
Dague Hagan, Ga. 
Davis, Ga. Haley 
Davis, Wis. Hall 
Derwlnski Halleck 
Devine Hansen, Idaho 
Dole Henderson 
Dorn Herlong 
Dowdy Hosmer 
Downing Hutchinson 
Duncan,Tenn. Jarman 
Edwards, Ala. Johnson, Pa. 
Erlenborn Jonas 
Everett Keith 
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King, N.Y. 
Laird 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Long, La. 
McCulloch 
McEwen 
McMillan 
MacGregor 
Marsh 
Martin, Nebr. 
Matthews 
Michel 
Minshall 
Mize 
Moore 
Morton 
Murray 

Nelsen 
O'Neal, Ga. 
Passman 
Poage 
Poff 
Pool 
Quillen 
Reid, m. 
Reinecke 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Roudebush 
Batterfield 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Selden 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 

Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stanton 
Talcott 
Teague, Call!. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Whalley 
Whitener 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Younger 

NOT VOTING---61 
Addabbo Farnum May 
Anderson, Feighan Mills 

Tenn. Fogarty Murphy, Dl. 
Andrews, Ford, Gerald R. Murphy, N.Y. 

George W. Gr11lln O'Brien 
Ashbrook Grtmths Purcell 
Baring Halpern Reifel 
Boggs Harris Rivers, S.C. 
Bolton Harvey, Ind. Rogers, Tex. 
Bonner Harvey, Mich. Ryan 
Cameron Hebert St. Onge 
C&rey Helstoski Shipley 
Casey Johnson, OklQ. Steed 
Cederberg Jones, Mo. Thomas 
Celler Kelly Thompson, T.ex. 
Conyers Keogh . Toll 
Culver Leggett Wilson, 
Daddario Lindsay Charles H. 
Denton McClory Wolff 
Dickinson McVicker Wright 
Ellsworth Mailllia.rd 
Farnsley Martin, Ale.. 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

ALBERT) . The Clerk will continue to 
read· the Journal. 

The Clerk continued to read. 
Mr. HALL <interrupting reading) . 

Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman will state it. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, the Clerk is 

now reading rollcall No. 271 which ap
pears at page 23381. Was rollcall No. 
270 read in the Journal for today? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will" state to the gentleman from 
Missouri that the Clerk has gone beyond 
that point. The Clerk will continue to 
read. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, that was not 
the parliamentary inquiry. Did the read- · 
ing in full of the Journal as demanded 
by the Member today include rollcall270, 
similar to the way it is being read now 
on rollcall 271? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will state to the gentleman from 
Missouri that that part of the Journal 
had been passed before the demand had 
been made for the reading of the Journal 
in full. The question is moot. 

Mr. HALL.· Mr. Speaker, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HALL. That being the case, is 
this the Journal of the House of Repre
sentatives for September 9, 1965, as en
trusted to the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives by article I, section 5, of the 
Constitution, and rule 3(641) (3) accord
ing to Jefferson's Manual? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the 
Journal for the last day's session. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I renew my 
demand that it be read in full. 
· The SPEAKER pro tempo:r:e. The 
Clerk will continue reading the Journal. 

The Clerk continued to read. 
Mr. GROSS (interrupting reading of 

the Journal). Mr. Speaker, I submit 
that the Clerk is not reading in full the 
names of those who failed to answer on 
rollcall No. 271. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk took up exactly where he left off. 

The Clerk continued the reading of 
the Journal. 

Mr. SMITH of California <interrupt
ing the reading of the Journal). Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will count. [After counting.] 
One hundred and eighty-seven Members 
are present, not a quorum. · 

Mr. MOSS . . Mr. Speaker, I move a call 
of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

{Roll No. 276] 
Andrews, Grimn Mills 

George W. Grimths Mosher 
Ashbrook Hansen, Idaho Murphy, N.Y. 
Baring Harris Purcell 
Blatnik Harvey, Ind. Reifel 
Bolton Harvey, Mich. Rivers, S.C. 
Bonner Hebert Roberts 
Cameron Helstoski Ryan 
Casey Johnson, Okla. StGermain 
Cederberg Jones, Mo. Shipley 
Conyers Kelly Thomas 
Culver Keogh Thompson, Tex. 
Daddario Lindsay Toll 
Denton McClory Widnall 
Dickinson McVicker Willis 
Evans, Colo. Macdonald Wilson, 
Farnsley Martin, Ala. Charles H. 
Farnum May Wolff 
Fraser Mlller Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 380 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

Without objection, further proceedings 
under the call will be dispensed with. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I object to further proceedings under 
the call being dispensed with. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I move that that motion be laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER. That motion is not 
in order. 

The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes had it. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
thirty-one Members are present, a quo
rum. 

The Clerk will continue t;,o read the 
Journal. 

The Clerk continued the reading of 
the Journal. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALL. Inasmuch as the Clerk is 
now reading from the proceedings at 
page 22386, would it be in order to move 
to amend the Journal now or after com
pletion of the reading of the Journal? 

The SPEAKER. In response to the 
parliamentary inquiry of the gentleman 
from Missouri, any effort of the gentle
man or of any other Member to amend 
the Journal would have to be at the con
clusion of the reading of the Journal. 

The Clerk will continue to read. 
The Clerk continued the reading of the 

Journal. · 
Mr. HALL <interrupting reading) . 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to again demand that 
the Journal be read in full. We have 
just skipped all of section 522 <a> and 
gone directly from page 5 to the end of 
page 6 in the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ad
vise the gentleman from Missouri that 
the Clerk is reading the Journal in ac
cordance with its preparation. 

The Clerk will proceed. 
The Clerk continued the reading of 

the Journal. 
Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 

make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently, a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the ·House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members fatled to answer to their 
names: 

Adair 
Andrews, 

GeorgeW. 
Ashbrook 
Baring 
Blatnik 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Cameron 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Conyers 
CUlver 
Daddario 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
Evans, Colo. 
Farnsley 

[Roll No. 277] 
Farnum 
Fogarty 
Foley 
Grimn 
Grtmths 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Kirwan 
Landrum 
Lindsay 
McClory 
McVicker 

Martin, Ala. 
May 
Mills 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Reifel 
Rivers, Alaska 
Rivers, S.C. 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wolff 
Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 375 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

Without objection, further proceedings 
under the call will be dispensed with. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The . SPEAKER. The Clerk Will con

tinue the reading of the Journal. 
The Clerk continued the reading of the 

Journal. 
Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 

make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 
· The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 

[After counting.] Two hundred and 
twenty-three Members are present, a 
quorum. 

The Clerk will continue the reading of 
the Journal. 

The Clerk continued the reading of the 
Journal. 
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Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker--
The SPEAKER. ·For what purpose 

does the gentleman from Florida rise? 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
thirty-one Members are present, a 
quorum. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk continued the reading of the 

Journal. . 
Mr. McMILLAN (interrupting reading 

of the Journal). Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
Evidently a quorum is not present. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 

call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

(Roll No. 278] 
Andrews, Gritlln 

George W. Grimths 
Ashbrook Harvey, Ind. 
Baring Harvey, Mich. 
Blatnik Hebert 
Bolton Helstoski 
Bonner Johnson, Okla. 
Cameron Jones, Mo. 
Casey Kelly 
Conyers Keogh 
Culver Landrum 
Daddario Lindsay 
Dickinson McClory 
Farnsley McVicker 
Farnum Martin, Ala. 
Goodell May 

Mills 
Reifel 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts 
Ryan 
Smith, N.Y. 
Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wol1f 
Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 387 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

Without objection, further proceed
ings under the call will be dispensed 
with. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. ALBERT: Mr. Speaker, I move 

that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were--ayes 256, nays 124, not voting 52, 
as follows: 

Abernethy 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Andell"SOn, 

Tenn. 
And!rews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Ashley . 
AspLnall 
Ayres 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Bates 
Beckworth 
Bel[ 
Bennett 
Bilnghe.m 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolldng 

(Roll No. 279] 
YEA8-256 

Bradem.as 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Broyhill,. N.C. 
Burke 
Burleson 
Burton, Calif. 
Burton, Utah 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cabell 
CahU:l 
caJlan 
Clark 
Cleven8-er 
CoheLMl 
Cone.ble 
Conte 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Corman 
Crailey 
Cunntingham 

Da.nie1s 
Dawson 
de la Garza. 
Dela.ney 
Dent 
Denton 
Diggs 
DLngell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Duncan, Oreg. • 
Dwyer 
Dy>al 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Calif. 
EUsworth 
Evans, Colo: 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighe.n 
Fino 

Fisher Love 
Flood McCarthy 
Foley McDade 
Ford, .McDowell 

W1lliam D. McFall 
Fraser McGrath 
Frell.nghuysen Macdonald 
Friedel Machen 
Fulton, Pa. Mackay 
Fulton, Ten:n. Madden 
Garmatz Mahon 
Giaimo Marlin, Mass. 
Gibbons Mathias 
Gilbert Matsunaga 
Gilligan Meeds 
Gonzalez Michel 
Grabowski Miller 
Gray Minish 
Green, Oreg. Mink 
GTeen, Pa. Moeller 
Gretgg Monagan 
Grider Moorhead 
Gubser Morgan 
Hagen, Cwld!. Morris 
Halpern Morrison 
Hamilton Morse 
H.alliley Morton 
Hanna Mosher 
Hansen, Iowa Moes 
Ha.nsen, Wash. Multer 
Hardy Murphy, IlJl. 
Harris Murphy, N.Y. 
Harsha Natcher 
Hathaway Nedzi 
Hawkins Nix 
Hays O'Brien 
Hechler O'Hara, IlL 
Hicks O'Hara, Mich. 
Holifield O'Konski 
Holland Olson, Milllll. 
Horton O'Neill, Mass. 
Hosmer Ottinger 
Howard Patman 
Hull Patten 
Hungate Pefly 
Huot Pepper 
!chord PerkiillS 
Irwin PhHbin 
Jacobs Pickle 
Je~ Pike 
J oelson Pirn1ie 
Johnson, Calif. Powell 
Jones, Ala. Price 
Karsten Pucinski 
Karth PurceLl 
Kastenmeier Quie 
Kee Race 
King,CaMf. RandaLl 
King, Utah Redlin 
Kornegay Reid, N.Y. 
Krebs Resnick 
Kunkel Reuss 
Leggett Rhodes, Pa. 
Long, Md. Rivers, Alaska 

NAY8-124 

Roberts 
Robison 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Ronan 
ROincalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
StGermain 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidhauser 
Schwelker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Todd 
Trimble 
Tunney 
Tupper 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van~Un 
Vandk 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Watts 
Weltn.er 
White, Idaho 
White, Tex. 
Whitten 
Widnall 
WilSOill, Bob 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 

Abbitt Downing MacGregor 
A.d.air 
Anderson, IlJl. 
Andirews, 

Glerun 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Battiiil 
Belcher 
BelTy 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Broyhll[, Va. 
Buchanan 
Byzmes, Wis. 
Callaway 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf · 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
ColMer 
Colmer 
Cramer 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 

Duncan, Tenn. Mackie 
Edwards, Ala. Mallliard 
Erlenborn Marsh 
Everett V..artin, Nebr. 
Evins, TEmn. Matthews 
Findley Minshalll 
Flynt Mize 
Ford, Gerald R. Moore 
Founte.in Murray 
Fuqua Nelsen 
Gathings O'Neal, Ga. 
Gettys Passman 
Ck>odell Poage 
Gross Potf 
Grover Pool 
Gurney Quillen 
Hagan, Ga. Reid, ru. 
Haley Reinecke 
Han Rhodes, Ariz. 
Halleck Rogers, Tex. 
Hansen, Ide.ho Roudebush 
Henderson Satterfield 
Herlong Schneebeli 
Hutchinson Soott 
Jarman Selden 
Johnson, Pa. Sikes 
Joillas Skubitz 
Keith Smith, Cal!lf. 
King, N.Y. Smith, N.Y. 
Laird Smith, Va. 
Langen Springer 
Latta Stanton 
Lerunon Stephens 
Lipscomb Talcott 
Long, La. Teague, Ca.lif. 
McCulloch Thomson, Wis. 
McEwen Tuck 
McMillan Tuten 

Utt Watkins Whitener 
Waggonner Watson WiHiams 
Walker, Miss. WhB:Iley Younger 

NOT VOTING-52 
Andrews, Fogarty Martin, Ala. 

George W. Gallagher May 
Ashbrook Grtm.n Mills 
Baring Grimths Olsen, Mont. 
Betts Harvey, Ind. Reifel 
Blatnik Harvey, Mich. Rivers, S.C. 
Bolton Hebert Roosevelt 
Boruner Helstoski Ryan 
Cameron Johnson, Okla. St. Onge 
Carey Jones, Mo. Steed 
Casey Kelly Thomas 
CeiJer Keogh Thompson, Tex. 
Conyers Kirwan Toll 
Culver Kluczynski Willis 
Daddario Landrum Wilson, 
Dickinson Lindsa.y Charles H. 
Fa.rnsley McClory Wol1f 
Farnum McVicker Wright 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Speaker, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. On this vote were 

Members required to qualify? 
The SPEAKER. It was a yea-and-nay 

vote. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Were they required 

to qualify? 
The SPEAKER. On a yea-and-nay 

vote, yes. 
Mr. CALLA WAY. Did Members so 

qualify? 
The SPEAKER. The Chair under

stood that was so. The Chair assumes 
the occupant of the chair advised Mem
bers that they had to qualify. 

The Clerk will continue to read. 
The Clerk continued the reading of the 

Journal. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen

tary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. HALL. Will the reading of the 

Journal in full be concluded prior to the 
reading of the special orders and the re
ferral of bills and rules submitted on the 
9th of September? 

The SPEAKER. The Journal is being 
read in accordance with the practices 
and customs of the House of Representa
tives. · 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk continued the reading of the 

Journal. 
CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
Evidently a quorum is not present. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 

call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Andrews, 
GeorgeW. 

Ashbrook 
Baring 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Brock 
Cameron 
Casey 
Celler 
Conyers 
Craley 
Culver 

[Roll No. 280] 
Daddario 
Dickinson 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
Fisher 
Grimn 
Griffi.ths 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 

Kelly 
Keogh 
Kirwan 
Lindsay 
McClory 
McMillan 
McVicker 
Mackay 
Martin, Ala. 
May 
M1lls 
Moorhead 
Moss 
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Reifel Steed Weltner 
Rivers, S.C. Thomas Wilson, 
Roosevelt Thompson, Tex. Charles H. 
Ryan Toll Wolff 
St. Onge Ullman Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 377 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. . 

Without objection, further proceedings 
under the call will be dispensed with. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Okla
homa. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were--yeas 255, nays 121, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 55, as follows: 

[Roll No. 281) 
YEAS-255 

Adams Fallon Long, Md. 
Addabbo Farbstein Love · 
Albert Fasc.ell McCarthy 
Anderson, Feighan McDade 

Tenn. Fino McDpwell 

An~~~i. : . ~~~~r ~g~~~th 
Annunzio Foley Macdonald 
Ashley Fprd,. Machen 
Aspinall William D. Mackie 
Ayres Fraser Madden 
Baldwin Frelinghuysen Mahon 
Bandstra Friedel Mailliard 
Barrett Fulton, Pa. Martin, Mass. 
Bates Fulton, Tenn. Mathias 
Beckworth Garmatz Matsunaga 
Bell Giaimo Meeds 
Bennett Gibbons Michel 
Bingham Gilbert Miller 
Blatnik Gilligan Minish 
Boggs Gonzalez Mink 
Boland Grabowski Moeller 
Bolling Gray Monagan 
Brademas Green, Oreg. · Moore 
Brock Green, Pa. Moorhead 
Brooks Greigg Morgan 
Broomfield Grider Morris 
Brown, Calif. Hagen, Calif. Morse 
Broyh111, N.C'. Halpern Morton 
Burke Hamilton Mosher 
Burleson Hanley Multer 
Burton, Calif. Hanna Murphy, Ill. 
Byrne, Pa. Hansen, Iowa Murphy, N.Y. 
Cabell Hansen, Wash. Nedzi 
Cahill Harris Nix 
Callan Harsha O'Brien 
Carey Hathaway O'Hara, Dl. 
Clark Hawkins O'Hara, Mich. 
Clevenger Hays O'Konski 
Cohelan Hechler Olsen, Mont. 
Colmer Herlong Olson, Minn. 
Conable Hicks O'Neill, Mass. 
Conte Holifield Ottinger 
Cooley Holland Patman 
Corbett Horton Patten 
Corman Hosmer Pelly 
Craley Howard Pepper 
Cunningham Hull Perkins 
Daniels Hungate ·Philbin 
Dawson Huot Pickle 
de la. Garza Irwin Pike 
Delaney Jacobs Pirnie 
Dent Jarman Powell 
Denton Joelson Price 
Diggs Johnson, Calif. Pucinski 
Dingell Jones, Ala. Quie 
Donohue Karsten Race 
Dow Karth Randall 
Dulski Kastenmeier Redlin 
Duncan, Oreg. Kee Reid, N.Y. 
Dwyer King, Calif. Resnick 
Dyal King, Utah Reuss 
Edmondson Kluczynski Rhodes, Pa. 
Edwards, Calif. Krebs Rivers, Alaska 
Ellsworth Kunkel Roberts 
Erlenborn Laird Robison 
Evans, Colo. Landrum Rodino 
Evins, Tenn. Leggett Rogers, Colo. 

Rogers, Fla. 
ROnan 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Rqmsfeld 
StGermain 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidha user 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Senner 

Shipley Tunney 
Shriver Tupper 
Sickles Udall 
Sisk Ullman 
Slack Van Deerlin 
Smith, Iowa Vanik 
Stafford Vigorito 
Staggers Vivian 
Stalbaum Walker, N.Mex. 
Stratton White, Idaho 
Stubblefield White, Tex. 
Sullivan Whitten 
Sweeney Widnall 
Taylor Wyatt 
Tenzer Wydler 
Thompson, N.J. Yates 
Todd Young 
Trimble Zablocki 

NAYB-121 
Abbitt Edwards, Ala. Natcher 
Abernethy Everett Nelsen 
Adair Findley O'Neal, Ga. 
Anderson, Ill . Flynt Passman 
Andrews, Ford, Gerald R. Poage 

Glenn Fountain Poff 
Arends Fuqua Pool 
Ashmore Gathings Qulllen 
Battin Gettys Reid, Ill. 
Belcher Goodell Reifel 
Berry Gross Reinecke 
Betts Grover Rhodes, Ariz. 
Bow Gubser Rogers, Tex. 
Bray Gurney Roudebush 
Broyhill, Va, Hagan, Ga. Satterfield 
Buchanan Haley Schneebeli 
Burton, Utah Hall Secrest 
Byrnes, Wis. Halleck Selden ··' 
Callaway Hansen, Idaho Sikes 
Carter Hardy Skubitz 
Cederberg Henderson Smith, Calif. 
Chamberlain Hutchinson ·smith, N.Y . 
Chelf !chord Smith, Va. 
Clancy Jennings ·springer 
Clausen, Johnson, Pa. Stanton 

Don H. Keith Stephens 
Clawson, Del King, N.Y. Talcott 
Cleveland Kornegay Teague, Calif. 
Collier Langen Thomson, Wis. 
Cramer Latta Tuck 
C'urtin Lennon Tuten 
CUrtis Lipscomb Utt 
Dague Long, La. Waggonner 
Davis, Ga. McC'ulloch Walker, Miss. 
Davis , Wis. McMillan Watkins 
Devine MacGregor Watts 
Dole • Marsh Whalley 
Darn Matthews Whitener 
Dowdy Minshall Williams 
Downing Mize Wilson, Bob 
Duncan, Tenn. Murray Younger 

ANSWERED "PR~SENT"-1 
Derwinski 

NOT VOTING-55 

Andrews, 
GeorgeW. 

Ashbrook 
Baring 
Bolton. 
Bonner 
Cameron 
Casey 
C'eller 
Conyers 
Culver 
Daddario 
Dickinson 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
Fogarty 
Gallagher 
Griffin 
Griffiths 

Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich . . 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Johnson., Okla. 
Jonas 
Jones, Mo·. 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Kirwan 
Lindsay 
McClory 
McEwen 

"McVicker 
Mackay 
Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Nebr. 
May 
Mills 

The Clerk announced 
pair: 

On this vote: 

Morrison 
Moss 
Purcell 
Rivers, S .C. 
Roosevelt 
Ryan 
st. Onge 
Steed 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
W atson 
Weltner 
Wlllis 
Wilson, 

Charles H . 
Wolff 
Wright 

the following 

Mr. Daddario for, with Mr. Derwinski 
against. 

So the motion was agreed to. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

have a live pair with the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. DADDARio]. If he were 
present, he would have voted "yea." I 
voted "nay." I withdraw my vote and 
vote "present." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will .re
sume the reading of the Journal. 

The Clerk continued the reading of 
the Journal. 

Mr. HALL (interrupting the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, does not the 
Journal for September 9 · include any 
part of the special orders including, on 
page 23253 of 'the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
the remarks by my colleague from Mis
souri on "The Human Investment Act of 
1965 : A New Approach to Meeting the 
Challenge of Unemployment''? · 

·The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the reading of the Journal does not 
include special orders, because the same 
is not business. 

The .Clerk will continue the reading of 
the Journal. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of 
the Journal. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the Journal be approved as read; 
and on that I move the previous ques-, 
tion. · 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
that motion be laid on the table; and I 
offer an amendment to t:Qe Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the motion to lay on the table is in 
order, but the amendment is not in 
order. 

What is the motion of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

Mr. HALL. ·Mr. Speaker, a parliamen-. 
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The· gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, during the 
reading of the Journal, section by sec
tion, I asked at what time it might be 
amended; and if. I . understood the dis
tinguished Speaker correctly he said that 
if such an amendment were submitted by 
the gentleman from Missouri or· any 
other person at any time it would be in 
order at the end of the reading of . the 
Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The .gentleman from 
Missouri has a correct recollection of 
what the Chair said at that time. How
ever, the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
ALBERT] has made a motion that the 
Journal as read be approved and upon 
that he has moved the previous question. 

Mr. HALL. Then, Mr. Speaker, I move 
to table that motion. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to lay on the table the motion 
that the Journal be approved as read. 

The question was taken and the 
Speaker announced that the "noes" ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. HAIL. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 
. The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] The Chair will state 
that 55 Members have arisen. The 
Chair will count the House. 

[After counting.] The Chair will 
state that evidently a sufficient number 
has arisen. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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The question was taken; and there 

were--yeas 138, nays 244, not voting 50, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Brock 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Callaway 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
C'helf 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Colller 
Colmer 
Conable 
Corbett 
Cramer 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Tenn. 

Abernethy 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Beckworth 
Bell · 
Bennett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Braaemas 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown. Calif. 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Burke 
Burleson 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne, Pa. 
C'abell 
Cahlll 
Callan 
Carey 
Clark 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
C'onte 
Cooley · 
.Corman 
Craley 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Daniels 
Dawson· 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 

[Roll No. 282] 
YEAS-138 

Edwards, Ala. Minshall 
Erlenborn Mize 
Everett Moore 
Findley Morton 
Flynt Natcher 
Ford, Gerald R. Nelsen 
Fountain O'Neal, Ga. 
Frelinghuysen Passman 
Fuqua Poff 
Gathings Pool 
Gettys Quie 
Goodell Qulllen 
Gross Reid, Ill. 
Grover Reifel 
Gubser Reinecke 
Gurney Rhodes, Ariz; 
Hagan, Ga. Roudebush 
Haley Satterfield 
Hall Scott 
Halleck Selden 
Hansen, Idaho Shriver 
Henderson Sikes 
Herlong Skubitz 
Hosmer Smith, Calif. 
Hull Smith, N.Y. 
Hutchinson Smith, Va. 
!chord Springer 
Jennings Stanton 
Johnson, Pa. Stephens 
Jonas Talcott 
Keith Taylor 
King, N.Y. Teague, Calif. 
Kornegay Thomson, Wis. 
Laird Tuck 
Langen Tuten 
Latta Utt 
Lennon Waggonner 
LipEcomb Walker, Miss. 
Long, La. Watkins 
McCulloch Watson 
McEwen Whitener 
McMillan Widnall 
MacGregor Williams 
Marsh Wilson, Bob 
Martin, Nebr. Wyatt 
Matthews Wydler 
Michel Younger 

NAY8-244 
Diggs 
Ding ell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Dwyer 
Dyal 
Edmondson 
Edwards, C'allf. 
Evans, Colo. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flood 
Foley 
Ford, 

William D. 
Fraser 
Friedel 
Fulton, Pa. 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilbert 
Gilligan 
Gonzalez 
Grabowski 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Greigg 
Grider 
Hagen, Calif. 
Halpern 
Hamilton 
Hanley 
Hanna 
Hansen, Iowa 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harris 
Harsha 

Hathaway 
Hawkins 
Hays 
Hechler 
Hicks 
Holifield 
Holland. 
Horton 
Howard 
Hungate 
Huot 
Irwin 
Jacobs 
Jarman 
Joelson 
Johnson, Calif. 
Karsten 
Karth 
Kastenmeier 
Kee 
King, Calif. 
King, Utah 
Kluczynski 
Krebs 
Kunkel 
Landrum 
Leggett 
Long,Md. 
Love 
McCarthy 
McDade 
McDowell 
McFall 
McGrath 
Macdonald 
Machen 
Mackie 
Madden 
Mahon 
Mailliard 
Martin, Mass. 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Meeds 
Miller 
Minish 
Mink 
Moeller 

Monagan 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Morse . 
Mosher 
Multer 
Murphy, 111. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murray 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Brien 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Hara, Mich. 
O'Konski 
Olsen, Mont. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neill, Mass. 
Ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pickle 
Pike 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Powell 
Price 
Pucinski 

Purcell Shipley 
Race Sickles 
Randall Sisk 
Redlin Slack 
Reid, N.Y. Smith, Iowa 
Resnick Stafford 
Reuss Staggers 
Rhode's, Pa. Stalbaum 
Rivers, Alaska Stratton 
Roberts Stubblefield 
Robison Sull1van 
Rodino Sweeney 
Rogers, Colo. . Teague, Tex. 
Rogers, Fla. Tenzer 
Rogers, Tex. Thompson, N.J. 
Ronan Todd 
Roncalio Trimble 
Rooney, N.Y. Tunney 
Rooney, Pa. Tupper 
Roosevelt Udall 
Rosenthal Ullman 
Rostenkowski Van Deerlln 
Roush Vanik 
Roybal . Vigorito 
Rumsfeld Vivian 
StGermain Walker, N.Mex. 
Saylor Watts 
Scheuer Whalley 
Schisler White, Idaho 
Schmidhauser White, Tex. 
Schneebell Whitten 
Schweiker Wolff 
Secrest Yates 
Senner Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-50 
Andrews, Griffin May 

George W. Griffiths 
Ashbrook Hardy 
Baring Harvey, Ind. 
Bolton Harvey, Mich. 
Bonner Hebert 
Bray Helstoski 
Cameron . John,son, Okla. 
Casey Jones, Ala. 
Celler Jones, Mo. 
Conyers Kelly 
Cui ver Keogh 
Daddario Kirwan 
Dickinson Lindsay 
Ellsworth McClory 
Farnsley McVicker 
Farnum Mackay 
Fogarty Martin, Ala. · 

Mills 
Moss 
Rivers, S.O. 
Ryan 
St. Onge 
Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Weltner 
Willis 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 
Young 

So the motion was rejected. 
Messrs. NATCHER and MORTON 

changed their votes from "nay" to 
"yea." 

Messrs. CLARK and CONTE changed 
their votes from "yea" to "nay." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
ordering the previous question. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it: 

Mr. HALL. Is not debate in order on 
this motion inasmuch as under section 
805 of Jefferson's Manual there has been 
no deb,ate on ordering the previous ques
tion? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the motion on the previous question 
is not debatable. The question is on 
ordering the previous question on the 
motion to approve the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the "ayes" had 
it. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, on that I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 257, nays 126, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 48, as follows: 

[Roll No. 283] 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 

YEA8-257 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 

Aspinall 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 

Barrett Hanley Ottinger 
Beckworth Hanna Patman 
Bell Hansen, Iowa Patten 
Bennett Hansen, Wash. Pelly 
Bingham Harris Pepper 
Blatnik Harsha Perkins 
Boggs Hathaway Philbin 
Boland Hawkins Pickle 
Bolling Hays Pike 
Brademas Hechler Pirnie 
Brock Herlong Poage 
Brooks Hicks Powell 
Broomfield Holifield •Price 
Brown, Calif. Holland Pucinski 
Broyhill, N.C. Horton Purcell 
Burke Howard Quie 
Burleson Hull Race 
Burton, Calif. Hungate Randall 
Byrne, Pa. Huot Redlin 
Cabell !chord ReJd, N.Y. 
Cahill Irwin Resnick 
Callan Jacobs Reuss 
Carey Jarman Rhodes, Pa. 
Chelf Jennings Roberts 
Clark Joelson Robison 
Cleveland Johnson, Calif. Rodino 
Clevenger Jones, Ala. Rogers, Colo. 
Cohelan Karsten Rogers, Fla. 
Conte Karth Rogers, Tex. 
Cooley Kastenmeier Ronan 
Corbett Kee Roncalio 
Corman King, Calif. Rooney, N.Y. 
Craley King, Utah Rooney, Pa. 
Cunningham Kirwan Roosevelt 
Daniels Kluczynski Rosenthal 
Dawson Kfebs Rostenkowski 
de la Garza Kunkel Roush 
Delaney Landrum Roybal 
Dent Leggett StGermain 

·Denton Long, Md. Saylor 
Diggs Love Scheuer 
Dingell McCarthy Schisler 
Donohue McDade Schmidhauser 
Dow McDowell Schweiker 
Dulski McFall Secrest 
Duncan, Oreg. McGrath Senner 
Dwyer McVicker Shipley 
Dyal Macdonald Sickles 
Edmondson Machen Sisk 
Edwards, Calif. Mackay Slack 
Erlenborn Mackie Smith, Iowa 
Evans, Colo. Madden Stafford 
Evins, Tenn. Mahon Staggers 
Fallon Mailliard Stalbaum 
Farbstein Martin, Mass. Stratton 
Fascell .Mathias Stubblefield 
Feighan J.14atsunaga Sullivan 
Fino Meeds Sweeney 
Flood Michel Teague, Tex. 
Foley Mlller Tenzer 
Ford, Minish Thompson, N.J. 

William D. Mink Todd 
Fraser Moeller Trimble 
Frelinghuysen Monagan Tunney 
Friedel Moorhead Tupper 
Fulton, Pa. Morgan Udall 
Fulton, Tenn. Morris Ullman 
Gallagher Morrison Van Deerlln 
Garmatz Morse Vanik · 
Giaimo Mosher Vigorito 
Gibbons Multer Vivian 
Gilbert Murphy, TIL Walker, N. Mex. 
Gilligan Murphy, N.Y. Watts 
Gonzalez Murray White, Idaho 
Grabowski Natcher White, Tex. 
Gray Nedzi Widnall 
Green, Oreg. Nix Wlllis 
Green, Pa. O'Brien Wolff 
Greigg O'Hara, TIL Wyatt 
Grider O'Hara, Mich. Yates 
Grover O'Konski Young 
Hagen, Calif. Olsen, Mont. Zablocki 
Halpern Olson, Minn. 
Hamilton O'Neill, Mass. 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Broyhill, Va. 

NAY8-126 
Buchanan 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Callaway 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Collier 
Conable 
Cramer 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 

Devine 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
EveTett 
Findley 
Fisher 
Flynt 
Ford, Gerald R. 
Fountain 
Fuqua 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Goodell 
Gross 
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Gubser Marsh Skubitz 
Gurn~y Martin, Nebr. Smith, Calif. 
Hagan, Ga. Matthews Smith, N.Y. 
Haley Minshall Smith, Va. 
Hall · Mize Springer 
Halleck Moore Stanton 
Hansen, Idaho Morton Stephens 
Henderson Nelsen Talcott · 
Hosmer O'Neal, Ga. Taylor 
Hutchinson Passman Teague, Calif. 
Johnson, Pa. Poff Thomson, Wis. 
Jonas Pool Tuck 
Keith • Quillen Tuten 
King, N.Y. Reid, Til. Utt 
Kornegay Reifel Waggonner 
Laird Reinecke Walker, Miss . 
Langen Rhodes, Ariz. Watkins 
Latta Roudebush Watson 
Lennon Rumsfeld Whalley 
Lipscomb Satterfield Whit ener 
Long, La. Schneebeli Whitten 
McCulloch Scott Williams 
McEwen Selden Wilson, Bob 
McMillan Shriver Wydler 
MacGregor Sikes Younger 

ANSWERED ''PRESENT''-! 
Derwinski 

NOT VOTING-48 
Andrews, Ellsworth Martin, Ala. 

George W . Farnsley May 
Ashbrook Farnum Mills 
Ashley Fogarty Moss 
Baring Griffin Rivers , Alaska 
Bolton Griffiths Rivers, S.C. 
Bonner Hardy Ryan 
Bray Harvey, Ind. St. Onge 
Cameron Harvey, Mich. Steed 
Casey Hebert Thomas 
Celler Helstoski Thompson, Tex. 
Chamberlain Johnson, Okla. Toll 
Colmer Jones, Mo. Weltner 
Conyers Kelly Wilson, 
Culver Keogh Charles H. 
Daddario Lindsay Wright 
Dickinson McClory 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Daddario for, with Mr. Derwinski 

against. 

Mr. CURTIS and Mr. COLLIER 
changed their votes from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. DADDARio]. If he were 
present, he would have voted "yea." I 
voted "nay." I withdraw my vote and 
vote ''present." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The· question is on 
approving the Journal, as read. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALL. May we not have debate 
at this time, under the rules of the 
House, under section 805, as quoted? 

The SPEAKER. If a Member claims 
the right. 

Mr. HALL, I make such a claim, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the indulgence of the House. I believe 
it is of great interest to show what the 
rules of procedure of this great delibera
tive body have done in the way of pro
tection of individuals and certainly of 
minority groups down through the ages, 
as revised in each Congress by the Par
liamentarian and the distinguished 
Speakers, severally, of our House of 
Representatives. 

I do not believe that anyone here today 
believes for a minute that anyone is in
terested in preventing any of these res
olutions-seven of which have been 
listed today-from coming before this 
body for determination of a rule under 
which we will consider other bills in the 
future. Rather, Mr. Speaker, as we said 
and made clear in the RECORD a while 
back, when 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act and the education and labor bill 
were called up under the 21-day rule
which is now a standing rule of this 
body-the question is whether we will by 
precedent, custom, and tradition use this 
technique of bringing matters before us, 
here in the House for true debate, rather 
than bringing them through the Rules 
Committee which, we understand, in the 
past two Congresses has been expanded 
for purposes of better control and greater 
efficiency on the part of the "leadership" 
of the House, better organization, and 
better scheduling. 

Indeed, if we are to pass seven res
olutions with no time to be granted to 
the minority, it is a sorry day ·for those 
rules that we have honored since the 
time of Jefferson. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana, the distinguished former 
minority leader. 

Mr. HALLECK. I am glad the gentle
man put that word "former" in. 

Mr. Speaker, I served on the Rules 
Committee for a long time. I valued my 
service there. 

I understand that through the years 
the Rules Committee has been under 
constant attack from some sources for 
being a recalcitrant body which allegedly 
has been interested only in preventing 
the House of Representatives from work
ing its will. My experience with the 
Rules Committee was never of that 
order. 

We had a 21-day rule once before, and 
the House of Representatives in its wis
dom saw fit to get rid of that rule. But 
we have got it again. So today we have 
been operating under the 21-day rule. 

As I understand it, Mr. Speaker, the 
21-day rule was to circumvent this al
legedly recalcitrant Rules Committee, 
to bring to the floor measures which the 
House really wanted to vote on. 

When the 21-day rule was adopted, 
Mr. Speaker, I do not believe it was ever 
expected-! say this with the under
standing I am sure you have of me, of my 
respect for you as the Speaker, as a man, 
as a person and as a friend-! do not 
believe the rule was ever devised to bring 
about the mass presentation of seven 21-
day rule operations on 1 day. If we took 
the time to debate them, under the hour, 
and to vote, we would be here until mid
night. 

We may well be here until midnight 
anyway. That is all right with me, I say 
to my friends. 

Now, having said as much, let me say, 
Mr. Speaker, that I understand it is now 
proposed to call as the first matter under 
the 21-day operation today the so-called 
FEPC proposal. I have been impor
tuned, Mr. Speaker, to say something 

about some of the things that transpired 
in connection with the 1964 Civil Rights 
Act. Some of these matters I shall talk 
about, Mr. Speaker. You were there and 
heard them, but a lot of people who have 
served in the White House since that 
time have been writing what they think 
they know, so maybe at this time, per
haps, I could with propriety say some
thing, may I say to my friend from Mis-
souri, about what I know. · 

First of all, for the Committee on 
Rules and my service on it and for the 
recent years when I have not served on 
it, the Republican record on civil rights, 
may I say to my friend from New York, 
has been a good one, as has been the 
Republican record when we delivered a 
bigger percentage of our people for civil 
rights bills than was given on the other 
side of the aisle. Now, that is not to say 
that we are right or wrong in that. In 
whatever I say here, Mr. Speaker, I am 
not passing judgment on the merits of 
this particular measure, which I under
stand is to be called. In the first place 
the Committee on Rules has not been 
recalcitrant, because on these first bills 
that have been scheduled the ·lag has 
been only one, or at most a few days 
from the time that the rule was requested 
until the discharge petition was filed. I 
think I can say now for the five Repub
lican members of the Committee on Rules 
that if they had heard the evidence, they 
would be willing to report a rule on any 
reasonable civil rights bill, just as they 
have in the past, without resort to this 
kind of procedure. 

To go back to the 1964 civil rights bill, 
just so that we may know the facts, some 
of you may recall a bill was being re
ported by certain members of the sub
committee and the committee that went 
way. beyond what the Kennedy admin
istration wanted. On our side we were 

. being importuned by the President of the 
United States, Mr. Kennedy, by the then · 
Attorney General, and by the Assistant 
Attorney General, who is now the At
torney General of the United States, to 
assist in writing a bill that could become 
law. I was asked about the inclusion of 
an FEPC amendment. I expressed my 
concern about cluttering up the bill we 
had before us with that sort of an ad
dition. It was not in the administra
tion's proposal when it came forward. 
But I think if President Kennedy said 
to me once, may I say to my good friend 
from Missouri [Mr. HALL], he said to me 
two or three times, "Charlie, this is the 
Republican FEPC bill." It has been in
troduced and drafted by certain members 
of the Committee on Education and 
Labor. Finally we put it in the bill. I 
may add-and I know it is a discom
fiture to some of my friends on the Dem
ocratic side of the aisle-we were trying 
to write good legislation. ·We had an ar
rangement for the enforcement of the 
FEPC which required enforcement in 
the courts and not by a board. When 
that was agreed upon we turned in and 
the Committee on Rules voted out the 
rule and we supported the bill. I sup
ported the bill. 

What do we find today? You talk 
f!,bout good legislative practice. I under-
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stand that some people in the adminis
tration were not anxious to have this 
come up now. If I am wrong about that, 
the gentleman from New York can cor
rect me, because he is the expert in these 
matters and I am not. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker; will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALL. I will be glad to yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. POWELL. May I say to my be
loved friend from Indiana there has been 
no arm twisting on this piece of legisla
tion from down Pennsylvania Avenue. In 
fact, all of those Republicans on the 
Committee on Education and Labor on a 
rollcall vote voted for this except one. 

Mr. HALLECK. I do not know what 
that proves, may I say to my friend from 
New York. In any event, if that hap
pened, that is a really good arrangement. 
It is fuvther evidence that the Republi
cans are not remiss when it comes to 
consideration of civil rights bills. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle
man from Indiana will permit me to 
interpolate, the fact is, as I stated at the 
beginning of this debate which has 
finally been allowed under this pro
cedure today, that there is no objection 
to any of these bills; it is the procedure 
that is being objected to. Why throw 
a wet sock in the face of the Rules Com
mittee just because we have this rule, 
when under normal procedure, rules 
would have been granted and when there 
was no delay on any one of them? 

Mr. HALLECK. I may say to the 
gentleman that it has to do with the 
apparent haste that is present here. 
Now, Mr. Speaker, in order that I may 
conclude-and I do not want to lose in
terest here, because if I get to doing 
that, I shall quit-may I say to the 
gentleman from New York, the ink is 
hardly dry on the 1964 act. It came 
into effect on July 1, 1965. That is 
what-a month and a half ago-am I 
correct? You know that is correct. 

There are regulations that need to be 
written by the agency. They have not 
even been written yet. 

May I say to the Members that it is 
all right to resort to the 21-day rule. 
You have got it. But I did not vote for 
it. I never had any trouble with the 
Committee on ·Rules. I doubt the 
Speaker would have too much trouble 
with it yet. But let me conclude with 
this one thought. 

Without regard to the merits of this 
legislation-and as far as I am con
cerned, I do not know how I am going 
to vote-if you get this up under this 
arrangement, I suppose, if I follow my 
own record, I shall vote for it, but may 
I say to the gentleman from New York, 
do not push me too far. I think it 
would have been good advice to let us 
have some experience under the bill that 
we passed in the last session. 

I had a citation from the ,civil rights 
leaders commending me for my leader
ship in bringing about the passage of 
the civil rights bill. As a matter of fact, 
I was credited so much by President 
Kennedy and Attorney General Kennedy 
in public for my part in the operation 
that it was beginning to be misunder-

stood back home. That happens to be 
a plain statement of fact. 

I want to cooperate. I want to co
operate in the conclusiol). of the business 
of the House of Representatives. The 
other day I asked the majority leader, 
who has no better friend than I am, · 
whether it was proposed to call up all 
seven of these measures, after they got 
rules on them today, and he could not as
sure me that they were going to be called 
up. I said, is this just going to be one of 
these exercises in futility? I do not 
know, maybe it will be. Possibly that 
is what we want. But as far as I am 
concerned I do not want it. 

Mr. Speaker, I rose to straighten the 
record out as best I could about the 
Republican position and the Rules Com
mittee position on the civil rights matter. 
I do not think it is right to indict the five 
Republican members, not to mention 
the other Members of the Rules Com
mittee who would have voted for a rule 
for this bill if conditions demonstrated 
that such a rule ought to be granted. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the remarks of the distinguished gentle
man from Indiana, and I now yield to 
the minority leader, the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. GERALD 
R. FORD]. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
the distinguished gentleman from Indi
ana has ably and forcefully pointed out 
most pertinent matters that all of us 
ought to take into consideration here 
this afternoon as we unfortunately pro
ceed with the schedule that the leader
ship has indicated it will follow. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the 
scheduling of seven proposals, as has 
been done here under the 2l-day rule, 
is an unnecessary and regrettable slap 
in the face to the House Committee on 
Rules. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
California, the ranking Republican 
member of the Committee on Rules, 
when he is recognized will give the facts 
and the figures which will indicate that 
the Committee on Rules has not been 
given adequate and ample time during 
which to proceed with the orderly con
sideration of these seven bills. 

Mr. Speaker, based on their record 
this year, the House Committee on Rules 
does not deserve this kind of treatment. 

Also the 21-day rule in this instance 
on this day has been used in one way 
or the other, indirectly or otherwise, to 
bypass what we in the House have ap
proved as a method of considering leg
islation concerning the District of 
Columbia on 2 days each month. 

Now pending before us are seven pro
posals brought up for consideration 
under the 21-day rule, and the sug
gestion is or the rumor is if all are con
sidered the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia that should have 
been recognized today for its business, 
will not be recognized. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that this is an un
fortunate development, regardless of 
how we may or may not vote on legis
lation that may come from that com
mittee as it relates to the home rule 
issue. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me when 
you take into consideration the facts 
laid on the record, the observations and 
the recommendation of the gentleman 
from. Indiana [Mr. HALLECK], those that 
have come from others such as the 
gentleman from California, I think the 
motions, the quorum calls, and the like 
we have been doing here today are fully 
justi-fied under all of the facts and 
circumstances. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, in connection with several of these 
bills that are pending before us today, 
I woUld like to call the attention of the 
Members of the House to the fact that 
House Resolution 478 providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 9460, the National 
Foundation on the Arts and Humani
ties Act of 1965, was received in the Rules 
Committee on July 14. A petition was 
filed the next day, July 15, under the 21-
day rule. We were not requested to hear 
the bill until the following day, July 16. 

On the second bill which House Res
olution 536 would make in order, H.R. 
10281, the Government Employees' Sal
ary Comparability Act, it was received on 
August 16 and a hearing was requested 
on August 16. However, only 3 days 
later a petition was filed under the 21-:
day rule. 

On the third item, House Resolution 
534, providing for the consideration of 
H.R. 6183, the mid-decade censuses, we 
received the bill on August 12 in the 
Committee on Rules and a hearing was 
requested on August 19. A petition was 
filed the same day under the 21-day rule. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
a question on the arts and humanities 
bill? 

Mr. SMITH of California. Not until 
the gentleman from California completes 
his statement and then I shall yield, 
with the gentleman from Missouri per
mitting. 

Mr. Speaker, on House Resolution 506, 
the Equal Opportunity Act of 1965, it 
was received on August 3 and a hearing 
was requested on August 4. The petition 
was filed on August 9, under the 21-day 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, during this time we were 
pretty busy bringing out rules on other 
important legislation. I do not believe 
we turned down any rule we were re
quested to grant. On the minority side 
we supported each of these measures; 
and even though I voted against the im
migration bill and the voting rights bill, 
I did support the rule. 

During July we reported out 10 im
portant bills. And in August, we re
ported out 15 bills. We supported rules 
on the immigration bill, the higher ed
ucation bill, the farm bil!, the public 
works bill, the interest equalization bill, 
the extension of the vocational rehabili
tation bill, the Peace Corps bill, the mili
tary pay bill, and the voting rights bill, 
and when we were asked for medicare 
and the Social Security Act amendments, 
we granted the rule. It was passed. 
Also the farm bill. We will also be 
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called upon to report out the omnibus 
rivers and harbors bill, probably this 
week as I see the bill is ~cheduled for 
:floor action. I will support a request for 
a rule. 

Mr. Speaker, when the leadership 
asked us for a rule on all of these mat
ters coming before the Committee on 
Rules, we of the minority supported a 
rule, even though some of us voted 
against some of the bills. I am disap
pointed after all the effort we have made 
in sending more legislation to the :floor 
this year than at any time during my 9 
years of service, that we would have this 
sort of slap in the face and this attack 
made on us today. 

Mr. Speaker, I deeply regret that the 
leadership has seen fit to do this. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I want to say 
as far as the approval of the House of 
Representatives' Journal is concerned, 
after it having been clearly established 
here in colloquy and by parliamentary 
inquiry, that it is the responsibility of 
the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives; it was demonstrated that entire 
sections and complete amendments have 
been left out. Therefore I do not be
lieve it should be approved on final vote 
when that is called for. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Iowa arise? 

Mr. GROSS. The transacting of busi
ness of the House prior to adoption of the 
reading of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
it is always proper, as well as courteous, 
to receive a message from the President 
of the United States, or from the other 
body, as quickly as possible. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
ALBERT] is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if I were 
to use the 20 minutes I might be accused 
of engaging in a filibuster, which I sense 
has been going on all afternoon. But I 
do not think I should let this occasion 
pass without saying to my good friend 
from Indiana and my good friend from 
Michigan, that I thought the 21-day rule 
issue had been settled in January last ; 
that this procedure was a legitimate and 
bona fide method of calling up legisla
tion in the House; that it is a method 
which enables the Members to express 
their will on legislation in which they are 
interested. 

It was in this spirit and not in any 
spirit of criticism or going around the 
Committee on Rules that this procedure 
was used. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, in response to the statement of 
the gentleman from California with re
spect to the bill having to dO. with the 
arts and humanities, our distinguished 

majority leader and I asked the distin
guished chairman of the Rules Com
mittee, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
SMITH], some time ago about the pos
sibility of hearings on that bill. He was 
asked courteously and he said he would 
take the matter under advisement as to 
whether or not the committee would have 
time; it had a very heavy load. 

We waited until another time. The 
majority leader and I went to the gentle
man from Virginia who in this ins:tance 
actually suggested in the interest of sav
ing time in his committee that we use 
the 21-day procedure on that bill. 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is cor
rect, and the gentleman from Virginia 
said specifically to me that tha.t proce- · 
dure was permissible under the rules of 
the House. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Is it not a fac,t these 
bills were scheduled for District Day? 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is in 
error. These resolutions were scheduled 
to be called today because today is the 
day on which their consideration is in 
order under the 21-day rule. 

I may say to the gentleman these mat
ters are of the highest privilege, they 
rank in privilege with resolutions con
sidered under discharge petitions. 

They rank in privilege ahead of bills 
reported from the great Committee on 
the District of Columbia. There was no 
relation, and I can say this without any 
fear of contradiction-there was no 
relation at all between programing 
these rules and any business that the 
gentleman from South Carolina might 
have had from the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

May I say, Mr. Speaker, I am a little 
bit surprised at the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. HALL] who has been com
plaining about not having had time to 
debate, when the minority could have 
had 30 minutes on every resolution, I am 
sure, had the minority not spent so much 
time filibustering today. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me at that point for 
a question since he has used my name? 

Mr. ALBERT. Yes, I will yield to my 
friend from Missouri who has used more 
time today than any other Member and, 
therefore, has less right to complain than 
any Member of the House about being 
given· insufficient time to debate these 
matters. 

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the dis tin
guished majority leader from my neigh
boring State .Yielding to me. May I say 
I appreciate the beautiful bouquet. It 
is like something from the hills of home 
when he says it that way. If we have 
established a rule of procedure here to
day that will in future generations even 
establish the ·right of the minority not 
in debate but in procedures of the· House, 
he should as majority leader that he is, 
be most appreciative of it. 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman has not 
established any rules. He has exercised 
his rights under the rules-and I concede 
that to him. But I would say to the gen-

tleman, I am a little bit surprised when I 
find that it was the FEPC bill that the 
minority leadership were filibustering 
against. I thought it was the bill deal
ing with certain matters from the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency and a 
bill dealing with pay for Federal em
ployees that was causing all of the fili
bustering on the other side. 

Mr. HALL. Let me complete my point 
that the gentle~an so generously yielded 
to me for. Will you assure us when these 
resolutions are called up that we will 
have equal time and if so that is quite 
contrary to what our understanding was. 

Mr. ALBERT. May I say to the gen
tleman that nobody-no ·Member of the 
minority including the • distinguished 
gentleman who has led the procedure 
here today on the other side of the aisle
no Member of the minority suggested to 
me any kind of procedure which would 
guarantee them equal time if in return 
they would · cease and desist engaging in 
this obvious filibuster against the con
sideration of legislation which has · been 
·duly programed by the majority and ·by 
the S);>eaker of the House. · 

Mr. HALL. The distinguished ma
jority leader knows that we must live on 
the basis of what has happened in the 
past. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle
man from Virginia [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I thank the 
gentleman from Missouri yielding to me 
before when he had no time left and it 
seems both gentlemen are being very 
generous with their time since the dis
tinguished majority leader just yielded 
back his time. 

Mr. ALBERT. I meant to yield to my 
friend. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I would like 
to make a brief statement since my name 
as chairman of the Committee on Rules 
has been mentioned. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] has 12 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I .yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. SMITH] and if the gentleman wants 
more time, I will be glad to yield more 
time to him. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The gentle
man is getting a little more generous all 
the time. Maybe he will get generous 
today after a while, enough to let us all 
go home to dinner after a long and hard 
day's work. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Committee on 
Rules has been mentioned and the 21-
day rule. On the first day of this Con
gress, this House by a small majority 
voted the 21-day rule. That is a part of 
the rules of the House. But the 21-day 
rule by its provisions leaves it in the 
discretion of the Speaker of the House as 
to whether everything is going to be rec
ognized, and I am sure the Speaker of 
the House would agree with me that it 
was never contemplated at that time we 
would just take the whole bushel and 
throw them all in here for consideration 
in 1 day's time. However, that is what 
has happened and some of us do not like 
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it. The gentleman from New Jersey 
mentioned about his bill to take care of. 
the arts, actors, and actresses, and the 
songbirds and so forth. 

The gentleman did ask me about that. 
I am sure I told him. as I have told every 
Member of the House who has brought 
up the question about the 21-day rule, 

·that it was a part of the rules of the 
House. I have .said, "If you do not think 
you are going to get action on the part 
of the Rules Committee, go ahead and 
file your request under the 21-day rule." 

I am sure I told the gentleman that. 
I told others that. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PowELL] seems to have gotten the habit 
in recent days, when reporting bills from 
the Committee on Education and Labor, 
of writing a letter to the Rules Commit
tee asking for the consideration of a rule. 
At the same moment he has negatived 
that action by filing a rule under the 21-
day provision of the rules. 

In view of that sort of attitude, I do 
not know why the Rules Committee 
should get down and crawl in order to 
accommodate one who takes that at
titude. 

The SPEAKER. The 2 minutes 
yielded to the gentleman from Virginia 
have expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Does the 
generosity of the gentleman from Okla
homa still exist? 

Mr. ALBERT. How could I refuse? 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 additional min

utes to the gentleman from Virgina. 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The gentle

man from Indiana, who has had long 
experience on the Rules Committee, as I 
have had, has spoken. We served on 
the Rules Committee many years to
gether .. I have served on that commit
tee for 33 years. I wish to say to the 
House, on my responsibility as a Mem
ber of the House, that never in my time 
has there been a Committee on Rules 
that has reported out as much business 
for the administration and has turned 
down less stuff that the administration 
has wanted than the Committee on Rules 
has during the present session o·f the 
Congress. I have the assurance of the 
leadership that we have cooperated fully. 

Why should we be kicked around in 
this way by picking up all the garbage 
out of the Rules Committee in instances 
in which the 21 days have expired and 
dumping it on the ftoor of the House on 
one day? If that is orderly procedure, 
my 35 years of experience in this body 
has not taught me anything. 

Why should we take the action re
quested? What is there in the seven 
bills about which there is so much rush 
and that is of such great importance to 
the administration that the leadership 
takes this extraordinary opportunity? 

At least one of the bills-and I have 
not had an opportunity to read them 
all-is directly opposed by the admin
istration. Another of these bills about 
which there is so much hurry to get 
through, I am told, exceeds by far the 
recommendation for expenditures by the 
administration-by the President.· I do 
not believe that there is one of those 
seven bills-and I shall stand corrected 
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if I am wrong-that has the support of 
the President. I am talking about what 
appears in the newspapers; I am not 
talking about what conversation goes on 
behind doors. 

I challenge anyone to show that any 
one of the seven bills is endorsed by the 
administration. I know that two of 
them are opposed. I beg your pardon. 
I observe the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. THOMPSON] has risen. That is 
one that I remember, and I stand cor
rected. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I 
should like my name to appear at that 
point' in the RECORD. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I prom
ised to yield to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. BOLLING]. 

I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 
Mr. BOL~ING. Mr. Speaker, I have 

not served on the Rules Committee for 
33 years, but I have served for 11 years. 
Since my distinguished chairman is mak
ing clear how very cooperative we have 
been this year, I should like to suggest 
that two events had something to do 
with that cooperation. The first of 
those events took place in January 1961 
when we increased the size of the com
mittee, so that we did really have a 
majority. 

The second event took place in Jan
uary of this year, when the House had 
the wisdom to adopt the 21-day rule so 
that if the Rules Committee was obstruc
tive, the House would be able to work its 
will. 

Second, since some of us on both sides 
of the aisle are being so pious about 
orderly procedures I should like to point 
out that the Committee on Rules of the 
House of Representatives is the only 
committee, to the best of my knowledge, 
which always violates the rules of the 
House that requires the committees, with 
one exception, to have regular meeting 
days. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I do not know what my good friend and 
colleague · from Missouri is getting at. I 
want to say that I have never claimed 
that the Rules Committee was without 
sin. I have never claimed that I was 
without sin, and I do not know whether 
the gentleman from Missouri is without 
sin. 

But what I do say is that with the 
exception of the bill of the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON], I am 
quite sure that there is not a one of these 
seven bills there is so much rush to get 
through by the leadership which has the 
endorsement or approval on the record of 
either the report of the committee or of 
any other Department or Agency of the 
administration I have seen. 

I express my appreciation to my good 
friend from Oklahoma for yielding. 

Mr. ALBERT. I thank the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I dislike 
not yielding to the gentleman, but the 

colloquy has gone on quite a bit. I yield 
the gentleman one-half minute. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, the 21-
day rule, as I understand it, was de
signed to permit the House of Repre
sentatives to work its will. Under the 
rules of the House, before we ever had a 
21-day rule, the District of Columbia 
Committee was given 2 days a month to 
bring its bills to the ftoor. 

I believe it can be said without any 
question at all that the scheduling of 
these seven bills-and I say to the gentle
man from Oklahoma that they are high 
priority; they are high enough priority 
to shove the District of Columbia Com
mittee right out, and that is what they 
have done--means that the District of 
Columbia Committee has been denied its 
day in court, for bringing here its bills 
for the House of Representatives to have 
an opportunity to express its will. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. ALBERT] that the Journal, as 
read, stand approved. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, on that I de
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were--yeas 2'6·5, nays 119, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 47, as follows: 

[Roll No. 284] 

Adair 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, 

N. Dak. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Beckworth 
Bell 
Bennett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Burke 
Burleson 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Callan 
Carey 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Conte 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Cunningham 
Daniels 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Diggs 
Dingell 
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Donohue Howard 
Dow Hungate 
Dulski Huot 
Duncan, Oreg. !chord 
Dwyer Irwin 
Dyal Jacobs 
Edmondson Jarman 
Edwards, Calif. Jennings 
Ellsworth Joelson 
Erlenborn Johnson, Calif. 
Evans, Colo. Jones, Ala. 
Evins, Tenn. Karsten 
Fallon Karth 
Farbstein Kastenmeier 
Fascell Kee 
Feighan King, Calif. 
Findley King, Utah 
Fino Kluczynski 
Flood Krebs 
Fogarty Kunkel 
Foley Laird 
Ford, Landrum 

William D. Leggett 
Fraser Long, Md. 
Friedel Love 
Fulton, Pa. McCarthy 
Fulton, Tenn. McDade 
Garmatz McDowell ' 
Giaimo McFall 
Gibbons McGrath 
Gilbert McVicker 
Gilligan Macdonald 
Gonzalez Machen 
Grabowski Mackay 
Gray Mackie · 
Green, Oreg. Madden 
Green, Pa. Mahon 
Greigg Martin, Nebr. 
Grider Mathias 
Hagen, Calif. Matsunaga 
Hamilton Matthews 
Hanley Meeds 
Hanna Miller 
Hansen, Iowa Minish 
Hansen, Wash. Mink 
Harris Minshall 
Harsha Mize 
Hathaway Moeller 
Hawkins Monagan 
Hays Moore 
Hechler Moorhead 
Herlong Morgan 
Hicks Morris 
Holifield Morrison 
Horton Morse 
Hosmar Mosher 
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Multer 
Murphy,m. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Brien 
O'Hara, lll. 
O'Hara, Mich. 
O'Konski 
Olsen, Mont. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neill, Mass. 
Ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pickle 
Pike 
Plrnie 
Powell 
Price 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Quie 
Race 
Randall 
Redlin 
Reid, N.Y. 
Resnick 
Reuss 

Rhodes, Pa. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Roberts 
Robison 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Ronan 
Roncallo 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 

. Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowskl 
Roush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
StGermain 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidha user 
Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Iowa 
Stafford 

NAYS--119 

Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Teague, Calif. 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Todd 
Trimble 
Tunney 
Tupper 
Tuten 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlln 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Watts 
White, Idaho 
White, Tex. 
Widnall 
Willis 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 

Abbitt Everett Murray 
Abernethy Fisher Nelsen 
Anderson, nl. Flynt O'Neal , Ga. 
Andrews, Ford, Gerald R. Passman 

Glenn Fountain Poage 
Arends Frellnghuysen Poff 
Ashmore Fuqua Pool 
Ayres Gathings Quillen 
Bates Gettys Reid, nl. 
Battin Goodell Reifel 
Belcher Gross Reinecke 
Berry Grover Rhodes, Ariz. 
Betts Gubser Rivers, S.C. 
Bow Gurney Rogers, Tex. 
Brock Hagan, Ga. Roudebush 
Broyhill, N.C. Haley Satterfield 
Broyhill, Va. Hall Schneebeli 
Buchanan Halleck Scott 
Burton, Utah Hansen, Idaho Selden 
Callaway Henderson Skubitz 
Carter Hull Smith, N.Y. 
Chelf Hutchinson Smith, Va. 
Clausen, Johnson, Pa. Springer 

Don H. Jonas Stanton 
Clawson, Del Keith Talcott 
Cleveland King, N.Y. Taylor 
Colmer Kornegay Thomson, Wis. 
Conable Langen Tuck 
Cramer Latta Utt 
Curtin Lennon Waggonner 
Curtis Lipscomb Walker, Miss. 
Dague Long, La. Watkins 
Davis, Wis. McCulloch Watson 
Devine McEwen Whalley 
Dickinson McMlllan Whitener 
Dole MacGregor Whitten 
Dorn Mailliard Wllliams 
Dowdy Marsh Wilson, Bob 
Downing Martin, Mass. Wydler 
Duncan, Tenn. Michel 
Edwards, Ala. Morton 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 

Derwinski 
NOT VOTING-47 

Andrews, GrUHn 
George W. Griffiths 

Ashbrook Halpern 
Aspinall Hardy 
Baring Harvey, Ind. 
Bolton Harvey, Mich. 
Bonner Hebert 
Bray Helstoski 
Cameron Holland 
Casey Johnson, Okla. 
CeO.ler Jones, Mo. 
Conyers Kelly 
Culver Keogh 
Daddario Kirwan 
Farnsley Lindsay 
Farnum McClory 
Gallagher Martin, Ala. 

May 
Mills 
Moss 
Ryan 
St. Onge 
Steed 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex 
Toll 
Weltner 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 
Younger 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Daddario for, w~th Mr. Derwinski 

against. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. DADDARIO]. If he were 
present, he would vote "yea." I voted 
"nay." I withdraw my vote "nay" and 
vote "present." 

Mr. ADAIR changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUffiY 
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker-
The SPEAKER. For what purpose 

does the gentleman from South Carolina 
r~e? -

Mr. McMILLAN. A parliamentary in
quiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, now 
that the Jourpal has been read and other 
business has been dispensed with, is it in 
order to call up District bills under the 
rules of the House? 

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. PowELL] yields for 
that purpose. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, has 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PowELL J been recognized? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is going 
to recognize the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. PowELL] because the gentle
man from New York has the privileged 
matter. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

MOTION TO ADJOURN 
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the Hous.e do now adjourn and on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 175, nays 204, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 53, as follows: 

[Roll No. 285] 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Anderson. lll. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Bates 
Battin 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bell 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Brock 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 

YEAS--175 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Callaway 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Clancy 
Olausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conable 
Gooley 
Corbett 
Cramer 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 

Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Evins, Tenn. 
Findley 
Fisher 
Flynt 
Ford, Gerald R. 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Fuqua 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Goodell 

Gross 
Grover 
Gubser 
Gurney 
Hagan, Ga. 
Haley 
Hall 
Halleck 
Hansen, Idaho 
Harris 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Hicks 
Hosmer 
Hull 
Hutchinson 
!chord 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johnson, Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones, Ala. 
Keith 

' King, N.Y. 
Kornegay 
Laird 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Lo~g,La. 
MCCUlloch 
McEwen 
McMillan 
MacGregor 
Mallllard 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Brad em as 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Burke 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne, Pa. 
C'allan 
Carey 
C'lark 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Oonte 
Corman 
Craley 
Cunningham 
Daniels 
Dawson 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Diggs 
Dlngell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Dwyer 
Dyal 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Calif. 
Ellsworth 
Evans, Colo. 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fino 
FlOOd 
Fogarty 
Foley 
Ford, 

William D. 
Fraser 
Friedel 
Fulton,Pa. 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Garmatz 
Giaimo 
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Marsh 
Martin, Nebr. 
Matthews 
Michel 
Minshall 
Mize 
Moore 
Morton 
Murray 
Natcher 
Nelsen 
O'Neal, Ga. 
Passman 
Pickle 
Pirnle 
Poage 
Poff 
Pool 
Purcell 
Qule 
Quillen 
Reid, Dl. 
Reifel · 
Reinecke 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rivers, S .C. 
Roberts 
Robison 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Rumsfeld 
Satterfield 
Schnee bell 
Scott 

NAYS--204 

Selden 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stanton 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Watts 
Whalley 
White, Tex. 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Willlams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Younger 

Gibbons Morrison 
Gilbert Morse 
Gilligan Mosher 
Gonzalez Multer 
Grabowski Murphy, Ill. 
Gray Murphy, N.Y. 
Green, Pa. Nedzl 
Greigg Nix 
Grider O'Brien 
Hagen, Calif. O'Hara, lll. 
Halpern O'Hara, Mich. 
Hamilton O'Konskl 
Hanley Olsen, Mont. 
Hanna Olson, Minn. 
Hansen, Iowa O'Neill, Mass. 
Hansen, Wash. Ottinger 
Harsha Patman 
Hathaway Patten 
Hawkins Pelly 
Hays Pepper 
Hechler Perkins 
Holifield Philbin 
Horton Pike 
Howard Powell 
Hungate Price 
Huot Pucinski 
Irwin Race 
Jacobs Randall 
Joelson Redlin 
Johnson, Calif. Reid, N.Y. 
Karsten Resnick 
Karth Reuss 
Kastenmeier Rhodes, Pa. 
Kee Rivers, Alaska 
King, Calif. Rodino 
King, Utah Ronan 
Kl uczynski Roncalio 
KXebs Rooney,N.Y. 
Kunkel Rooney, Pa. 
Long, Md. Roosevelt 
Love Rosenthal 
McCarthy Rostenkowskl 
McDade Roush 
McDowell Roybal 
McFall StGermain 
McGrath Saylor 
McVicker Scheuer 
Macdonald Schisler 
Machen Schmidhauser 
Mackay Schweiker 
Mackie Secrest 
Madden Senner 
Mahon Shipley 
Mathias Sickles 
Matsunaga Slack 
Meeds Smith, Iowa 
Minish Stafford 
Mink Staggers 
Moeller Stalbaum 
Monagan Stratton 
Moorhead Sullivan 
Morgan Sweeney 
Morris Tenzer 
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Thompson, N.J. Ullman White, Idaho 
Todd Van Deerlin Willis 
Trimble Vanik Wolff 
Tunney Vigorito Yates 
Tupper Vivian Zablocki 
Udall Walker, N.Mex. 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Derwin ski 

NOT VOTING-53 
Andrews, 

George W. 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baring 

· Bolling 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bray 
Ca.xneron 
Casey 
Celler 
Conyers 
Culver 
Daddario 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
Gallagher 

Green, Oreg. 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Hardy 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Holland 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Kirwan 
Landrum 
Leggett 
Lindsay 
McClory 

Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Mass. 
May 
Miller 
Mills 
Moss 
Ryan 
St. Onge 
Steed 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Weltner 
Wilson, 

C'harles H . . 
Wright 
Young 

So the motion -to adJourn was re
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Derwinski for, with Mr. Daddario 

against. 

Messrs. WILLIS and KASTENMEIER 
changed their vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. HOSMER changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. DADDARIO]. If he were 
present he would vote "yea." I voted 
"nay." I withdraw my vote and vote 
"present." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from New York. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar

rington, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment bills and concurrent resolutions of 
the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 1892. An act for the relief of M. Sgt. 
Richard G. Smith, U.S. Air Force, retired; 

H .R. 3864. An act for the incorporation of 
the Merchant Marine War Veterans Associa
tion; 

H .R. 8218. An act for the relief of Walter 
K . Willis; 

H.R. 8351. An act for the relief of Clarence 
L. Aiu and others; 

H.R. 8761. An act to provide an increase in 
the retired pay of certain members of the 
former Lighthouse Service; 

H.R. 9854. An act for the relief of A. T. 
Leary; 

H. Con. Res. 451. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of "The Prayer Room in the U.S. Capitol"; 
and 

H. Con. Res. 468. Concurrent resolution to 
recognize the World Law Day. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol
lowing title: 

H.R. 10014. An act to amend the act of 
July 2, 1954, relating to office space in the 

districts of Members of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill and concurrent 
resolutions of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 1310. An act relating to the National 
Museum of the Smithsonian Institution; 

S. Con. Res. 46. A concurrent resolution to 
authorize placing temporarily in the rotunda 
of the Capitol the statue of the late Senator 
Dennis Chavez; 

S. Con. Res. 47. A concurrent resolution to 
authorize the acceptance by Congress of the 
statue of the late Senator Dennis Chavez; 
and 

S. COn. Res. 48. A concur-rent resolution to 
print as a Senate document the proceedings 
of the presentation, dedication, and accept
ance by Congress of the statue of the late 
Senator Dennis Chavez. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law 
84-689, appointed the following Mem
bers on the part of the Senate to the 
Eleventh North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation Parliamentary Conference to be 
held in New York, N.Y., October 4 to 9, 
1965: Mr. PELL (chairman), Mr. WIL
LIAMS of New Jersey, Mrs. NEUBERGER, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. KENNEDY of New York, Mr. 
SALTONSTALL,Mr.MUNDT,Mr. JAVITS,and 
Mr. CASE. 

The message also announced that the 
Presiding Officer of the Senate, pursuant 
to Public Law 115, 88th Congress, en
titled "An act to provide for the disposal 
of certain records of the United States 
Government," appointed Mr. MoNRONEY 
and Mr. CARLSON members of the joipt 
select committee on the part of the Sen
ate for the disposition of executive papers 
referred to in the report of the Archivist 
of the United States numbered 66-4. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTU
NITY ACT OF 1965 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to the provisions of clause. 23, rule XI, I 
call up House Resolution 506, providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 10065, which 
has been pending before the Committee 
on Rules for more than 21 calendar days 
without being reported by said com
mittee. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. REs. 506 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve .itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 10065) 
to more effectively prohi.bit discrimination in 
employment because of race, color, religion, 
sex, or national origin, and for other pur
poses. After general debate, which shall be 
confined to the bill, and shall continue not 
to exceed two hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 

to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
POWELL]. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speak
er, would the distinguished gentleman 
from New York indicate what time allo
cation he will make on this rule to the 
opposition? 

Mr. POWELL. Responding to our dis
tinguished minority leader, it is my pur
pose to use only about 30 seconds and 
out of the magnaminity of my heart, I 
would like to give the Republicans 10 
times that much. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am frankly 
overwhelmed at the generosity exhibited 
by the gentleman from New York for 5 
minutes for the minority, as I calculate 
it. I am sure it is the desire of Members 
on our side to have and use more time 
than . that. But I am sure if we asked 
the distinguished gentleman, he will 
make certain that more time is made 
available at the proper time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speak
er, on that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 259, nays 121, answered 
"present" 2, not voting 50, as follows: 

[Roll No. 286] 

Ada.ir 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, m. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andirews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Ayres 
BaJ.dwin 
Ban.dstra 
Barrett 
Bates 
Bell 
Berry 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brademas 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Burke 
Burton, CalJif. 

·Burton, Utah 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cahilll 
Callan 
Carter 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Cla.rk 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Cleveland 
Clevenger 
CoheLa.n 
Conable 
Conte 
Corbett 
Cormaal. 
Craley 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Dague 
Daniels 
Dawson 

YEA~259 

de la. Garza Harsha 
Del&ney Hathaway 
Dent Hawkins 
Denton Hays 
Diggs Hechler 
Dingehl Hicks 
Dole . Hoiifield 
Donohue Horton 
Dow Hosmer 
Dulski Howard 
Duncan, Oreg. Hungate 
Dwyer Huot 
Dyal Hutchinson 
Edmondson !chord 
Edwards, Cal1f. Irwin · 
Ellsworth Jacobs 
Evans, Colo. Joelson 
Falilon Johnson, Calli!. 
Farbstein Johnson, Pa. 
Fascell Karsten 
Feighan Karth 
Findley Kastenmeler 
Fino Kee 
Flood Keith 
Fogarty King, Calif. 
Foley King, N.Y. 
J:t'ord, Gel18ld R. King, Utah 
Ford, Kluczynskl 

WilUam D. Krebs 
Fraser Kunkel 
Friedel Latta 
Fulton, Pa. Long, Md. 
Garmatz · Love 
Giaimo McCarthy 
Gibbons McCulloch 
Gilbert McDade 

. Gonzalez McDowell 
Goodell McFall 
Grabowski McGrath 
Gray McVicker 
Green, Oreg. Macdonald 
Gree!Il., Pa. MacGregor 
Greigg Machen 
Grover Mackay 
Gubser Mackie 
Hagen, C'alif. Madden 
Ha.lleck Mathias 
Halpem Matsunaga 
Hamilton Meeds 
Hanley Minish 
Hanna Mink 
Hansen, Iowa Moeller 
Ha.nsen, Was.h. Molllagan 
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Moore 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Momson 
Morse 
Mosher 
Multer 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Brien 
O'Hara, Ilil. 
O'Hara, Mich. 
O'Konski 
Olsen, Mont. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neill, Mass. 
Ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pike 
Pimlie 
PowelJl. 
Price 
Pucinski 
Quie 
Race 
Raindall 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Battiill 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Betts 
Brock 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Byrnes, Wis. 
CabeU 
Callaway 
Cederberg 
Chelf 
Clawson, Del 
Collier 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Cramer 
Curtis 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, AI.a. 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fisher 
Flynt 

Redlln 
Reid, N.Y. 
Reifel 
Reinecke 
Resnick 
Reuss 
RhOdes, Ariz. 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Robison 
Rodino 
Roge.rs, Colo. 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roudebush 
Roush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
StGermain 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidha user 
Schnee bell 
Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 

NAY&--121 

Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Fuqua 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Grider 
Gross 
Gurney 
Hagan, Ga. 
Haley 
Hall 
Hansen, Idaho 
Harris 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Hull 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Jonas 
Jones, Ala. 
Kornegay 
Laird 
Landrum 
La.ngen 
LenJI10n 
Lipsoomb 
Long, La. 
McEwen 
McMillan 
Mahon 
MaUl'iard 
Marsh 
Martin, Nebr. 
Matthews 
Michel 
Minshall 
Morton 
Murray 
Nelsen 
O'Neal, Ga. 

Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Springer 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Stanton 
Stratton 
sum van 
Sweeney 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Todd 
Trimble 
TUnney 
Tupper 
Udall 
unman 
Va.n Deerlin 
Va.nik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Walker, N. Mex. 
Watkins 
Whalley 
White, Icaho 
White, Tex. 
Widnall 
Wolff . 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Zablocki 

Passman 
Pickle 
Poage 
Poff 
Pool 
Purcell 
QuU:len 
Reid, Dll. 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Satterfield 
Scott 
Selden 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Va. 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Cal1f. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 
Watson 
Watts 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Williams 
Willis 
Wilson, Bob 
Younger 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-2 
Derwinski 

Andrews, 
GeorgeW. 

Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baring 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bray 
Cameron 
Carey 
Casey 
Celler 
Conyers 
Culver 
Dadd•ario 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
Gallagher 

Mize 

NOT VOTING-50 

Gilliga.n 
. Griffin 

Griffiths 
Hardy 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Hol!land 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Kirwan 
Leggett 
Lindsay 
McClory 

Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Mass . 
May 
Miller 
Mills 
Moss 
Ryan 
St. Onge 
Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Weltner 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 
Young 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Daddario for, with Mr. Derwinski 

against . 
Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Hebert against. 
Mrs. May for, with Mr. Martin of Alabama 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Harvey of Indiana. 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Martin of Massachusetts. 
Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Griffin. 
Mrs. Kelly with Mrs. Bolton. 
Mr. Toll with Mr. Harvey of Michigan. 
Mr. Miller with Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Bray. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Lindsay. 
Mr. Helstoski with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. George W. Andrews with Mr. Aspinall. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Conyers. 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Bonner. 
Mr. Farnum with Mr. Gallagher. 
Mr. Hardy with Mr. Griffiths. 
Mr. Gilligan with Mr. Thomas. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Culver. 
Mr. Casey with Mr. Cameron. 
Mr. Weltner with Mr. Leggett. 
Mr. Young with Mr. Ryan. 
Mr. Steed with. Mr. Farnsley. 
Mr. Johnson of Oklahoma with Mr: Baring. 
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Holland. 

Messrs. ANDERSON of Illinois, 
FINDLEY, KEITH, RHODES of Arizona, 
DON H. CLAUSEN, and HUTCHL~SON 
changed their vote from "nay" to "yea." 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. DADDARIO]. If he were 
present he· would have voted "yea." I 
voted "nay." I withdraw my vote and 
vote "present." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, was 
the previous question ordered on the 
question to adopt the resolution that has 
just been voted on? 

The SPEAKER. It was not. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker. hav

ing voted in the affirmative, I now · move 
that the vote by which House Resolution 
506 was adopted be now reconsidered. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that that motion be laid upon the table. 

Mr. McCULLOGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERTJ. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is in the 
process of counting. 

Evidently a sufficient number have 
risen, and the yeas and nays are ordered. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, on the res
olution just passed no one was allowed 
to debate that resolution on behalf of 
the minority or the majority. If this 
motion to table, offered by the gentle
man from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] is de
feated, then there will be time to debate 
the resolution just passed. 

The question of reconsideration is de
batable, and it .can be debated on the 
merits of the legislation which has not 
been debated by the House. 

The SPEAKER. What part of the 
gentleman's statement does he make as 
a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, if the mo
tion to table is defeated, the motion to 
reconsider will give us an opportunity to 
debate the question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Under the present 
circumstances, the motion to reconsider 
would be debatable. 

Mr. LAIRD. I thank the Speaker. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state · his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, what 

time would be allowed to debate the 
question and how would it be divided? 

The SPEAKER. It will be under the 
1-hour rule and the gentleman from 
Ohio would be entitled to the control of 
the entire hour. 

The Chair will restate the question on 
which the yeas and nays have been de
manded and ordered. 

The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] 
to lay on the table the motion to re
consider. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-ye.as 194, nays 181, not voting 57, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 287] 

YEA&--194 
Adams Ford, 
Addabbo William D. 
Albert Fraser 
Anderson, Friedel 

Tenn. Fulton, Pa. 
Annunzio Fulton, Tenn. 
Ashley Garmatz 
Baldwin Giaimo 
Bandstra Gibbons 
Barrett Gilbert 
Bingham Gonzalez 
Blatnik Grabowski 
Boggs Gray 
Boland Green, Oreg. 
Bolling Green, Pa. 
Brademas Greigg 
Brooks Grider 
Brown, Calif. Hagen, Calif. 
Burke Halpern 
Burton, Calif. Hamilton 
Byrne, Pa. Hanley 
Cahill Hanna 
Callan Hansen, Iowa 
Carey Hansen, Wash. 
Clark Harris 
Clevenger Hathaway 
Cohelan Hawkins 
Corbett Hays -
Corman Hechler 
Craley Hicks 
Daniels Holifield 
Dawson Howard 
de la Garza Hungate 
Delaney Huot 
Dent Irwin 
Denton Jacobs 
Diggs J oelson 
Dingell Johnson, Calif. 
Donohue Karsten 
Dow Karth 
Dulski Kastenmeier 
Dyal Kee 
Edmondson King, Calif. 
Edwards, Calif. King, Utah 
Evans, Colo. Kirwan 
Evins, Tenn. Kluczynski 
Fallon Krebs 
Farbstein Long, Md. 
Fascell Love 
Feighan McCarthy 
Fino McDowell 
Flood McFall 
Fogarty McGrath 
Foley McVicker 

Macdonald 
Machen 
Mackay 
Mackie 
Madden 
Matsunaga 
Meeds 
Minish 
Mink 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Murphy, TIL 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Brien 
O'Hara, TIL 
O'Hara, Mich. 
Olsen, Mont. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neill, Mass. 
Ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pike 
Powell. 
Price 
Pucinski 
Race 
Randall 
Redlin 
Reid, N.Y. 
Resnick 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Roosevelt 
Rosentha.l 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 



September 13, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 23609 
Roybal 
StGermain 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidha.user 
Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Sickles 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa. 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Anderson, lll. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Bates 
Battin 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bell 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Brock 
Broomfield 
Broyhill, N .C. 
Broyhill, Va.. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Ca.lla.wa.y 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland' 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conte 
Cooley 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 
Da.vis, Wis. 
Devine 
D ickinson 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Dwyer 
Edwards, Ala.. 
Ellsworth 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Findley 

Staggers Van Deerlin 
Stalbaum Vanlk 
Stratton Vigorito 
Sullivan Viv ian 
Sweeney Walker, N . Mex. 
Tenzer Watts 
Thompson, N.J. White, Idaho 
Todd Wol!f 
Trimble Yates 
Tunney Zablocki 
Udall 
Ullman 

NAY&--181 

Fisher O'Neal, Ga. 
Flynt Passman 
Ford, Gerald R. Pelly 
Fountain Pickle 
FreUnghuysen Po!f 
Fuqua Pool 
Gathings Purcell 
Gettys Quie 
Goodell Quillen 
Gross Reid . lll. 
Grover Reifel 
Gubser R lnecke 
Gurney Rhodes, Arlz. 
Hagan, Ga. Rivers, S.C. 
Haley Roberts 
Hall Robison 
Halleck Rogers, Fla. 
Hansen, Idaho Rogers, Tex. 
Harsha. Roudebush 
Henderson Rumsfeld 
Herlong Satterfield 
Horton Saylor 
Hosmer Schneebell 
Hull Scott 
Hutchinson Selden 
Jarman Shriver 
Jennings Sikes 
Johnson, Pa. Skubttz 
Jonas Smith, Calif. 
Jane , Ala. Smith, N.Y. 
K eith Smith, Va. 
K ing, N .Y. Springer 
K ornegay Stafford 
Kunkel Stanton 
Laird Stephens 
Landrum Stubblefield 
Langen Talcott 
Latta. aylor 
Lennon T € ue, Calif. 
Lipscomb Te ue, Tex. 
Long, L . Thomson, Wis. 
McCulloch Tuck 
McDade Tupper 
McEwen Tuten 
McMUl n Utt 
MacGregor Waggonner 
Mahon W lker, MisS. 
Malllia.rd W tkins 
Marsh Watson 
Martin, Nebr. Whalley 
Mathias Wh1 te, Tex. 
Matthews Whitener 
Michel Whitten 
Minshall Widnall 
Mize W1lliams 
Moore W11Us 
Morse Wllson, Bob 
Morton W at 
Mosher wYdler 
Murray Younger 
Nelsen 
O 'Konsk1 

NOT VOTING--57 

Adair 
Andrews, 

George W. 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baring 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bray 
Cameron 
Casey 
Celler 
Conyers 
Culver 
Daddario 
Davis, Ga.. 
Derwin ski 
Duncan. Oreg. 
Farnsley 
Farnum 

Gallagher 
Gilligan 
Griffin 
Gnffiths 
Hardy 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Heber 
Helstoskl 
Holland 
!chord 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Leggett 
Lindsay 
McClory 
Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Mass. 

May 
M lller 
Mills 
Moss 
Multer 
P1rn1e 
Poage 
Ryan 
St. Onge 
Sisk 
Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Weltner 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 
Young 

So the motion was agreed to. 
Mr. LANDRUM changed his vote from 

e~yea" to "nay." 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, just 
exactly what are the conditions for 
qualifying? 

The SPEAKER. In order to qualify 
the gentleman must have been listening 
and did not hear his name called. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, I cannot 
qualify. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 173, nays 203, not voting 56, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrew. 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Bates 
Battin 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bell 
B nnett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Brock 
Eroyh11l, N.C. 
BroyhUI, Va.. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Byrne , Wis. 
Cabell 
C'ahm 
Callaway 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
C.1ancy 
Cl ausen , 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
ColUer 
Colmer 
Conable 
Oooley 
Cramer 
CUnningham 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davl, Wis. 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dole 
Darn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Duncan , Tenn. 
Edwa ds, Ala. 
Erlenbom 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Baldwin 
Ba.nd.stra 
Barrett 

[Roll No. 288) 
YEA&--173 

Everett Mosher 
Evins, Tenn. Murray 
F indley Na.tcher 
Fi her Nelsen 
Flynt O'Neal, Ga. 
Ford, Gerald R. Passman 
Fountain 
Frellngh uysen 
Fuqua. 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Goodell 
Green, Oreg. 
Gross 
Grover 
Gubser 
Gurney 
Hagan, G . 
Hagen, Calif. 
Haley 
Hall 
Halleck 
H nsen, Idaho 
Harris 
Hay 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Hicks 
Hosmer 
Hull 
Hutchinson 
!chord 
Jarman 
Jennings 
J ohnson, Pa. . 
Jonas 
Keith 
K ing, N.Y. 
Kornegay 
Laird 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Long, La.. 
McCulloch 
McEwen 
McMillan 
MacGregor 
Ma.llllard 
Marsh 
Martin, Nebr. 
M tthews 
Michel 
Min hall 
Mlze 
Moore 
Morse 
Morton 

NAY&--203 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, C lif. 

Pelly 
Pot! 
Pool 
Quie 
Quillen 
Reid, lll. 
Reifel 
Reinecke 
Rhodes. Ariz. 
Rivers , S .C. 
Roberts 
Robison 
Rogers, Fla. 
Roge rs, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Rumsfeld 
Satterfield 
Schnee belt 
Scott 
Selden 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubltz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stanton 
Stephens 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, C'aUf. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Waggonner 
Walker , MisS. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Watts 
Whalley 
White. Idaho 
Whitener 
Whitten 
W idna.ll 
Willla.ms 
Wilson, Bob 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Younger 

Burke 
Burton, Cnll!. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Callan 
Carey 
Clark 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Conte 

Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Daniels 
Dawson 
de la. Garza. 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
D iggs 
Ding ell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Dwyer 
Dyal 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Calif. 
Ellsworth 
Evans, C'olo. 
Fallon 
Farbste1n 
Fa.scell 
Feighan 
Fino 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Foley 
Ford, 

Wllliam D. 
Fraser 
Friedel 
Fulton, Pa. 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Garmatz 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gllbert 
Gllltgan 
Gonzalez 
Grabowski 
Gray 
Green, Pa. 
Greigg 
Grider 
Halpern 
Ha.milton 
Hanley 
Hanna. 
Hansen, Iowa. 
Har ha 
Hathaway 
Hawkins 
Hechler 
Holifield 
Horton 
Howard 
Hungate 
Huot 
Irwin 

Jacobs ~ns· 1 
Joeffion PUrcell 
Johnson Calif. Race 
Jones, Ala. Randall 
Karsten Redlin 
Karth Reid, N.Y. 
Kastenmeier Resnick 
Kee Reuss 
K ing , Calif. Rhodes . Pa. 
King, Utah Rivers, Alaska 
Kirwan Rodino 
Kluczynski Ro~ers, Co!o. 
Krebs Ronan 
Kunkel Roncallo 
Landrum Rooney .. ".Y. 
Long, Md. Rooney, Pa. 
Love Roosevelt 
McCarthy Rosenthal 
fcDade Rostenko Jd. 

McDowell Roush 
Mc.Fa.ll Roybal 
McGra h S Germain 
McVicker Saylor 
Macdonald Scheuer 
Ma.chen Sch er 
Mackay Schmidhauser 
Mackie Schweiker 
Madden Secres 
Mahon Senner 
~th1as Shipley 
Matsunaga S ckles 
Meeds Slack 
Minish Sm1 h, Io 
Nlink S~ord 
Moeller Staggers 
Mona.ga.n SUllbaum 
Morgan Stratton 
Morris Sulll van 
Morrison Sweeney 
Murphy, ID. Tenzer 
Mt rphy, N.Y. Thompson, N.J . 
Ned.z1 Todd 
NlX Trl.mb!e 
O'Brien Tunney 
O'H • m. Tupper 
O'Hara llch. U 1 
O'Konsk1 Ullman 
Olsen, Mont. Van Deerlln 
0 1 on, Minn. Vanlk 
O 'Neill , .M V orito 
Ottinger v via.n 
P tma.n Walker, N. ex. 
Patten Wblte, Tex. 
Pepper WilliS 
Perkins WoUf 
Phllbin Ya 
Pickle Young 
Pike z b ock1 
P owell 
Price 

NOT VOTING--56 

Adair Grifiln 
Andrews, GriJliths 

George W. Hansen, W 
Ashbrook Hardy 
Ashley Han-ey, Ind. 
Aspinall Harvey, ch. 
Baring Hebert 
Bolton Heist k1 
Bonner Holland 
Bray Johnson. Okla. 
Cameron Jones, Mo. 
Casey Kelly 
Celler Keogh 
C'onyers Legge t 
Culver Lindsay 
Daddario McClory 
Derwinskl Martin, Ala. 
F'arnsley Martin, ass. 
Farnum y 
Gallagher Mlller 

Mills 
Moorhead 

oss 
Mul er 
Ptrnie 
Poage 
Ryan 
St. Onge 
Slsk 
Steed 
Stubblef.e:d 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Weltner 
Wilson, 

Charles H . 
Wright 

So the motion was rejec ed. 
Mr. FRASER changed his vote from 

'yea" to ·nay.' 
Mr. McMILLAN changed his vo from 

'nay" to' yea." 
The result of the vo e was announced 

as abo e recorded. 

TO MIEND THE BANK HOLD ~a 

ACT OF 1956 
Mr. PAT~tAN. .Mr. Spea yer p suan 

to the provisions of clause 23. rule 11, I 
call up the resolution H. Re . 499 pro
viding for the considera ion of he b · 
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<H.R. 7371) to amend the Bank Holding 
Company Act of 1956, which has been 
pending before the Committee on Rules 
for more than 21 calendar days without 
being reported by said committee. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
7371) to amend the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956. After general debate, which 
shall be confined to the b111 and shall con
tinue not to exceed four hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, the blll shall be 
read for amendment under the ftve-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of such considera
tion the Committee shall rise and report the 
blll to the House with such amendments as 
may have been adopted, and any Member 
may demand a separate vote in the House on 
any of the amendments adopted in the Com
mittee of the Whole to the blll or committee 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the blll and amend
ments thereto to final passage without in
tervening motion except one motion to re
commit, with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAT
MAN]. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield for a parlia
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to finish my statement, but I am 
glad to yield to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
this is a rule making in order a legisla
tive bill. Under the 21-day rule, and 
under the normal rules, there is 1 hour 
of debate on a resolution, equally divided 
between the majority and the minority. 
Is there any rule that does away w·th 
that procedure? 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
say for the benefit of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SMITH], that I have 
already agreed with the minority that 
they will be yielded 30 minutes for pur
poses of debate with the hope, of course, 
that if possible, this time will be short
ened. I do not expect to use that much 
time myself. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is it the in
tention of the gentleman from Texas to 
yield 30 minutes to the minority, the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. BROCK]? 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes. He represents 
the minority and it is my intention to 
yield to him 30 minutes for debate pur
poses, with the understanding that he 
will shorten it, if it can be done. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is not a new 
bill. It is a bill involving the Du Pont 
Co. in Florida. This resolution provides 
for 4 hours of general debate. The de
bate will be confined to the bill. There
fore, it is necessary to debate the merits 
of the bill at this time, because we will 
have 4 hours of general debate, one-half 
of which will be in charge of the chair-

man of the committee and one-half in 
charge of the ranking minority member 
for debate purposes. We will have 
plenty of time to debate the bill when 
it comes up. It will be considered in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union as bills are gen
erally considered under the 5-minute rule 
and after that there will be a motion to 
recommit, if one desires to make the mo
tion, with or without instructions. 

Of course, it is just the general rule 
that is granted by the Committee on 
Rules normally. In this case the bill was 
reported on June 21, 1965, unanimously 
by the subcommittee of 12 members of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency and by a vote of 21-4 in favor of 
the bill by the full committee. 

Mr. Speaker, we waited 42 days after 
we had filed the bill and the report with 
the Rules Committee chairman and then 
I wrote the Rules Committee chairman 
and we were just as courteous as it is pos
si.ble to be and I was just as humble as a 
Member can be in asking for considera
tion of a rule for this particular bill. 
Well, I did not hear from the chairman 
at all or in any way. So after 42 days, I 
filed a resolution-in other words, a rule 
for the consideration of the committee 
and then after 21 days elapsed, which it 
has, we have the privilege under the rules 
of the House, the regular rules, of bring
ing this resolution up for consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that there 
should be any real objection to this pro
cedure. It is the regular way. 

We did not try to stop hearings on this 
bill. We had hearings during the 88th 
Congress, and during the last session of 
Congress we had several days of hear
ings on a similar measure. We had heard 
every witness who wanted to be heard 
for or against the bill. Again this year 
we had hearings for a period of several 
days and heard every witness that 
wanted to be heard before our commit
tee, for or against the bill. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it has been thoroughly 
considered and I hope that this resolu
tion will be adopted. Really, I do not 
believe there should be any objection to 
it because the merits will be voted on 
and discussed when the bill comes up in 
the regular way after the adoption of 
the resolution. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the only agency of 
ow· Government that has to do with 
holding companies and this particular 
bill, is the Federal Reserve Board. The 
Federal Reserve Board unanimously en
dorsed this bill and it has been endors
ing this bill for a number of years. But 
now is the first time that we have had 
the privilege of considering this bill in 
this House. 

I hope that the Members of the House 
will vote to consider it after the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency has 
spent so much time and effort in order to 
get the facts and information to you so 
all could see exactly what it is all about. 

Mr. Speaker, I trust the rule is adopted. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
ALBERT). The Chair will count. [After 
counting.] Evidently a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 289] 
Adair Fulton, Tenn. 
Anderson, Gallagher 

Tenn. Goodell 
Andrews, Griffin 

George W. Griffiths 
Ashbrook Hansen, Wash. 
Aspinall Hardy 
Baring Harvey, Ind. 
Bell Harvey, Mich . 
Bolton Hebert 
Bonner Hel tosk1 
Bray Holland 
Cameron Johnson, Okla. 
Carey Jones, Mo. 
Casey Kelly 
Celler Keogh 
Conyers Lindsay 
Culver McClory 
Daddario MaUll rd 
Derwinski Martin, Ala. 
Farnsley Martin, Mass. 
Farnum May 

Miller 
M111s 
Morrison 
Moss 
Multer 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Ryan 
St. Onge 
Si k 
Smith, Caltf. 
Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Weltner 
Willlams 
Wilson, 

Charl sH. 
Wright 
Young 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
BERT). On this rollcall 372 MemberS 
have answered to their names, a quorum. 

Without objection, further proceed
ings under the call will be dispensed 
with. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
ayes had it. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point or order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
BERT). The Chair will count. [After 
counting.] Two hundred forty-two 
Members are present, a quorum. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 243, nays 136, not voting 53, 
as follows: 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, lll. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Beckworth 
Bennett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolllng 
Brademas 
Broo 
Broom1leld 
Brown, C 11!. 
Broyhlll, N.C. 
Burke 
Burleson 
Burton. Calif. 

[Roll No. 290] 
YEAS-243 

Byrne, Pa. 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Callan 
Carey 
Clark 
Cleveland 
Clevenger 
C'ohelan 
Conte 
Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Daniels 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Diggs 
Dlngell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Dwyer 
Dyal 

Edmondson 
Edwards, calif. 
Evans, COlO. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fallon 
Fa.rbstein 
Fascell 
Felg.han 
Fino 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Foley 
Ford, wuuamn. 
Fra er 
Frellnghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton, Pa. 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Garma.tz 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
GtbboDS 
Gilbert 
Gilligan 
Gonzalez 
Grabowski 
Gray 
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Green, Oreg. Madden 
Green, Pa. Mahon 
Greigg Mathias 
Grider Matsunaga 
Grover Meeds 
Hagen, Calif. Michel 
Halpern Minish 
Hamilton Mink 
Hanley Moeller 
Hanna Monagan 
Hansen, Iowa Moorhead 
Hansen, Wash. Morgan 
Harris Morris 
Harsha Morrison 
Hathaway Morton 
Hawkins Mosher 
Hays . Murphy, m. 
Hechler Murphy, N.Y. 
Hicks Nedzi 
Holifield Nix 
Horton O'Brien 
Hosmer O'Hara, lll. 
Howard O'Hara, Mich. 
Hungate O'Konski 
Huot Olsen, Mont. 
Irwin Olson, Minn. 
Jacobs O'Ne111, Mass. 
Jarman Ottinger 
Jennings Patman 
Joelson Patten 
Johnson. Calif. Pelly 
Jones, Ala. Pepper 
Karsten Perkins 
Ka-rth Philbin 
Kastenmeier Pickle 
Kee Pike 
King, Calif . Powell 
King, Utah Price 
Kirwan Pucinski 
Krebs - Purcell 
Kunkel Quie 
Landrum Race 
Long, Md. Randall 
Love Redlin 
McCarthy Reid, N.Y. 
McDade Resnick 
McDowell Reuss 
McFall Rhodes, Pa. 
McGrath Ri_vers, Alaska 
McVicker Roberts 
Macdonald Robison 
Machen Rodino 
Mackay Rogers, Colo. 
Mackie Rogers, Fla. 

NAY8-136 

Ronan 
Roncallo 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney,Pa. 
Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidhauser ' 
Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Sickles 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Taylor 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Todd 
Trimble 
Tunney 
Tupper 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Weltner 
White, Idaho 
White, Tex. 
Widnall 
Willis 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wydler 
Yates 
Zablocki 

Abbitt Erlenborn Natcher 
Abernethy Everett Nelsen 
Andrews, Findley O'Neal, Ga. 

Glenn Fisher Passman 
Arends Flynt Poff 
Ashmore Ford, Gerald R. Pool 
Ayres Fountain Quillen 
Bates Fuqua Reid, lll. 
Battin Gathings Reifel 
Belcher Goodell Reinecke 
Bell Gross Rhodes, Ariz. 
Berry Gubser Rivers, S.C. 
Betts Gurney Rogers, Tex. 
Bow Hagan, Ga. Roudebush 
Brock Haley Satterfield 
Broyhill, Va: Hall Schneebeli 
Buchanan Halleck Scott 
Burton, Utah Hansen, Idaho Selden 
Byrnes. Wis. Henderson Shriver 
Callaway Herlong Sikes 
Carter Hull Skubitz 
Cederberg Hutchinson Smith, Calif. 
Chamberlain !chord Smith, N.Y. 
Chelf Johnson, Pa. Smith, Va. 
Ola.ncy Jonas Springer 
Clausen, Keith Stanton 

Don H. King, N.Y. Stubblefield 
Clawson, Del Korne.gay Talcott 
Colller Laird Teague, Calif. 
Colmer Langen Teague, Tex. 
Conable Latta Thomson, Wis. 
Cooley Lennon Tuck 
Cramer Lipscomb Tuten 
Curtin Long, La. Utt 
Curtis McCUlloch Waggonner 
Dague McEwen Walker, Miss. 
Davis, Wis. McMillan Watkins 
DeVine MacGregor Watson 
Dickinson Mailliard Watts 
Dole Marsh Whalley 
Dorn Martin. Nebr. Whitener 
Dowdy Matthews Whitten 
Downing Minshall Williams 
Duncan, Tenn. Mize Wilson, Bob 
Edwards, Ala. Moore Wyatt 
Ellsworth Murray Younger 

NOT VOTING-53 
Adair 
Andrews, 

GeorgeW. 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baring 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bray 
Cameron 
C'asey 
Celler 
Conyers 
Culver 
Cunningham 
Daddario 
Derwinski 
Farnsley 
Farnum 

Gallagher 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Hardy 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Holland 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Kluczynski 
Leggett 
Lindsay 
McClory 
Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Mass. 

May 
Miller 
Mills 
Morse 
Moss 
Multer 
P1rnie 
Poage 
Ryan 
Sisk 
Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Young 

So the motion was agreed to. 
Mr. TUTEN and Mr. DOLE changed 

their votes from ''yea" to "nay." 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

COMMITI'EE ON HOUSE 
ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. BURLESON, Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman from Texas yield for a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr._ PATMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas for a unanimous-con
sent request. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on tomorrow 
the Committee on House Administration 
may be permitted to sit during general 
debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
ALBERT). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 7371, TO AMEND THE BANK 
HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1956 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I will ask 

the minority to use some time. 
Mr. BROCK. Has the gentleman 

yielded me a specific amount of time? 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

30 minutes to the gentleman from Ten
nessee. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been a long day 
and I know we are all tired, so I rise with 
some reluctance to address myself to this 
bill. However, I do want to make a couple 
of points on the rule. 

I am opposed to it for two basic rea
sons: First of all, I do not understand 
the need for haste in the consideration 
of this legislation. Second, I do not be
lieve that this is the proper way for this 
body to legislate. 

I find it rather ironic to note that the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Banking and Currency has before 
the House today three resolutions to dis
charge the Committee on Rules from 
consideration of legislation. I recall the 
gentleman from Texas was one of us who 
voted against the adoption of the 21-day 
rule last January. Also it is very curious 
that he is now championing the cause of 
expediency and asking the House to act 
with speed and dispatch in view of the 
fact that our committee has been con
sidering another bill, the bank merger 

bill, for 5 weeks, a bill which passed the 
other body without a single dissenting 
vote. Five weeks, I might note, is more 
time than has been devoted by our com
mittee to all of the following bills--hous
ing, International Monetary Fund, the 
gold reserve requirement, coinage, per
mission to grant the commercial right to 
banks to deal with revenue bonds. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROCK. I yield to the chair
man. 

Mr. PATMAN. I think the gentleman 
is mistaken in his statement that I voted 
against the 21-day rule. 

Mr. BROCK. If I am, I apologize. I 
thought that was the fact of the matter. 

I think it is also somewhat ironic that 
after just having voted on a piece of 
civil rights legislation, most of us re
ceived today a letter from the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary asking us to oppose this 
rule on the grounds that it is single
purpose and class type legislation. Why 
is haste required? For 7 years the Fed
eral Reserve Board has been coming be
fore our committee with a request to 
remove all exemptions, not just one. 

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. BROCK. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. POOL. What religious organiza
tions are affected by this amendment to 
the Banking Holding Company Act? I 
have been trying to figure out from this 
report what it affects and what organi
zations it affects. 

Mr. BROCK. To my knowledge, the 
only organization affected by this state
ment to the Bank Holding Company Act 
is the du Pont charitable foundation 
for crippled children. 

Mr. POOL. They have this in the 
report: 

During the hearings it was attempted to 
ascertain what organizations would be 
brought under the broadened bill, but your 
committee was unable to develop this 
information. 

I want to know what it does cover. 
Does it cover Catholics, Baptists, Meth
odist, Masons, Knights of Columbus. I 
have never seen anything like it. 

Mr. BROCK. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

The committee in its wisdom was not 
able to find out, either. 

Mr. POOL. This is a single-shot piece 
of legislation aimed at one man down in 
Florida who is the trustee for the Du 
Pont estate. That is what it is. Is that 
right? 

Mr. BROCK. That is the essence of 
my objection to the rule. 

Mr. POOL. It should be on the 
private bill calendar instead of here on 
the 21-day rule. Do you not think so? 

Mr. BROCK. I agree that we should 
broaden the bill to increase the coverage 
and remove all exemptions. That is the 
purpose of my remarks. The Federal 
Reserve Board for 7 years has been re-

-questing- us to remove all exemptions 
from the Bttnk Holding Company Act. 
They sent 25 specific recommendations 
to our committee. Yet we vote out a b111, 
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and bring it up under the 21-day rule, Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, sometime 
which affects only one corporation. In between now and sunrise I hope we get 
committee in executive session I offered down this list to the Federal salary bill 
an amendment which would have re- which is one of the seven resolutions on 
moved all other exemptions. It was the calendar today. I doubt tl)at there 
opposed on the grounds that we had not are very many Members on the other 
had adequate testimony on other exemp- side of the aisle who have not. written 
tions. glowing letters in the last month to the 

The fact of the matter is that we have Federal employee organizations telling 
had substantial testimony on these other them how much you love them, what 
exemptions. We had, if I recall correct- great friends of theirs you are. But you 
ly, at least two members of the Federal are picking a fine way to show it here 
Reserve Board of Governors testify to tonight. I also doubt that there are 
the effect that they had consistently re- very many on the other side of the 
quested the committee to remove other Chamber who have not demanded an 
exemptions. early adjournment of Congress. If this 

Secondly, I question whether this bill strategy tonight succeeds, and I do not 
represents a proper legislative approach think it will, you will either delay ad
for the House of Representatives. The journment by 2 weeks or you will defeat 
chairman said in his initial remarks that the 1965 salary bill. 
this is a bill involving only the Du Pont I am really intrigued with the new look 
estate and that is the nub of it. That is in the Grand Old Party. I takes bril
the one company affected. In the com- liant generalship, in my judgment, to 
mittee report the gentleman from Texas revive the old coalition in the attempt 
referred to, we were unable to find-that to prevent consideration of a civil rights 
is, the committee was unable to find-any bill which two-thirds of the House said 
other company or organization affected earlier tonight ought to be debated and 
by this bill. The Federal Reserve Board voted upon. · I think it takes brilliant 
was asked if they could ascertain wheth- strategy to defeat a pay bill for 2% mil
er any other charitable organization was lion Federal employees in order to prove 
affected and they said they could not. you love the Du Pont family. 

We do not consider in this bill any Somebody has pointed out that the 
other area of exemption, although we GOP controlled the House of Represent
have numerous other areas; agricultural atives twice in 34 years. Tonight I can 
cooperatives, labor unions, other banks understand a litJtle better why. 
and holding companies. The problem Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
is that if we legislate in this body by con- minute to the gentleman from California 
sidering those bills which affect only sin- [Mr. HosMER]. 
gle areas which have achieved some de- Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
gree of public attention, when there are like to direct a question to the gentleman 
other areas of concern, then it is liter- from Arizona, and it is this. Who was 
ally impossible for a committee to en- it, his side of the aisle or ours, that 
gender support in attacking those other decided on the order in which these bills · 
areas of concern. After we have taken were to be presented? If it was his side, 
the public heat off by passing one bill why did they not bring up the pay bill 
taking away-the exemption from the one as the first bill? 
company which happens to have the Mr. UDALL. If the gentleman will 
press or some particular special interest yield, I would say that the leadership 
group on its back, possibilities for fur- decides the order in which resolutions 
ther legislation in the field become slim or are brought up. My friend, the gentle
nonexistent. man from California, surely believes 

I hope the House will defeat this rule, with me that the House ought to be able 
not because I do not think we should re- to work its will. If any of these 21-day 
move the exemption; this is a very debat- resolutions are bad, then they ought to 
able point. I personally think we be voted down. Let us vote them either 
should remove all exemptions from this up or down. However, we stalled for 
act. We should insist that the commit- about 6 hours on the resolution provid
tee, acting in full responsibility and in ing for the consideration of the FEPC 
full knowledge of the facts, give full bill before it was adopted by a margin of 
hearings to removing all exemptions. more than two-thirds of the Members 
Then we can bring before this body leg- voting. If the pay bill is defeated or de
islation which is not class legislation, layed, I think the responsibility will be 
which is not punitive, but which is all in- quite clear. 
elusive in its scope and application to all Mr. HOSMER. I do not believe it is 
organizations under the Bank Holding either fair or logical to equate the par
Company Act. liamentary procedures that have been 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, will the conducted here today with any sub-
gentleman yield? stantive position relative to the pay bill. 

Mr. BROCK. I yield to the gentle- These are separate matters entirely and 
man. the gentleman knows it. I w::.mt to vote 

Mr. HOSMER. Would this bill be sub- for that bill just as much as he does. 
ject to a point of order on the ground Mr. UDALL. If the gentleman will 
that it is equivalent to a bill of attainder. yield further, I am concerned with the 

Mr. BROCK. The gentleman is ask- Federal employees' salary bill on which 
ing the wrong gentleman; I do not know. we have worked long and hard and it 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield . is a good bill. It either ought to be voted 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ari- up or down. I cannot help but notice 
zona [Mr. UDALL]. who prevented a vote on that bill. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SIKES]. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
the House of Representatives is inter
ested in fair play in all of the legislation 
which it enacts. 

It has been pointed out, and I reiter
ate the fact that this is punitive legis
lation, designed and pointed at one 
organization. This is not fair play. 
• Now, Mr. Speaker, the Federal Reserve 
Board has for the past 7 years sent 25 
recommendations to the Congress each 
year intended to eliminate imperfections 
in the Bank Holding Company Act. 
These recommendations would do away 
with all exemptions, not just one, not 
just the Du Pont exemption. These 
recommendations would do away with 
all exemptions. But they have been ig
nored. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it difficult to 
understand why those recommendations 
were ignored through all the years and 
why we have a bill before us at this time 
pointed just at the DuPont organization. 

Mr. Speaker, I carry no brief for the 
Du Ponts. I do appreciate the fact that 
they have industry located in the con
gressional district which it is my honor 
to represent. That industry provides 
good jobs for the people. It is a sound 
industry. So I do not apologize for 
being against legislation that is pointed 
only at that one organization, and which 
ignores and perpetuates all other 
exemptions. 

A little later, at the appropriate time, 
Mr. Speaker, I believe my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BENNETT], will offer ·an amendment 
which would bring all exempted organi
zations under this act in the manner 
which the Federal Reserve Board has 
recommended. It would treat everyone 
equally. This is fair play. I am going to 
vote for the gentleman's amendment. 
But I do believe the bill as it is now 
written is bad legislation. Both the rule 
and the bill should be defeated. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to speak briefly on this act, because 
it does affect a concern which has very 
substantial headquarters in the district 
which I represent. 

Mr. Speaker, I have made a thorough 
study of this legislation and I attended 
many of the hearings held thereon. I 
have come to the conclusion that this 
bill is an improvement over the law as 
the law now exists. It would be a much 
better bill if very substantial amend
ments were added to the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps it would be a 
little in point to say something about 
what this bill proposes to do. For many 
years the banking laws of our country 
have said that a bank cannot also 
operate a nonbanking business at the 
same time, for various good reasons. One 
good reason is that perhaps that non
banking business might slip a little here 
and there once in while and there might 
be a tendency on the part of the bank to 
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bail out that particular concern against 
the interests of the general public and 
to some extent of the depositors of that 
bank. That has been the law for quite 
some time. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1956 a law was passed 
saying that even banking holding com
panies, concerns that owned and held 
banks-provided that there were two 
banks involved-would be prevented 
from indulging in a nonbanking busi
ness. But when that bill went from the 
House of Representatives to the other 
body and came back, it came back with 
very substantial exemptions. These ex
emptions included churches, they in
cluded labor unions, they included a 
good number of other concerns, includ
ing testamentary trusts. 

Mr. Speaker, I personally think that 
the Du Pont concern, a testamentary 
trust, · is a wonderful concern, providing 
great charitable benefits for the citizens 
of our country. Primarily crippled chil
dren and aged are assisted. 

As a matter of fact, as a fledgling 
lawyer in 1934, I helped to draft the 
papers involved in this $500 million es
tate, including Mr. Du Pont's will. 

Mr. PATMAN. I wanted to ask a 
question. 

Mr. BENNETT. I do not want to .an
swer it until I get through. If I get 
through I will be glad to answer. If I 
have made any mistakes I will be glad to 
be corrected. My time is limited. The 
gentleman has the ftoor, and he can ask 
me questions in his own time. I want 
to talk about this bill. I am · trying to 
put this into perspective. 

I came to the conclusion this bill was 
a good bill over the law as it now exists 
even though it may pick out only one 
concern. They cannot find any concern 
other than the DuPont estate. 

Let us realize that the Federal Reserve 
Board has repeatedly g.one on record ask
ing for all of these exemptions to be 
eliminated. Let us look at the paradox: 
a great big bank like Manufacturer's 
Trust with all of its numerous branches 
can be many times the size of the Du Pont · 
concern and yet not be covered by the law 
or this bill at all, because it is one com
pany with branches, not separate 
banks. There is no logic in such a legal 
situation. Labor unions are not covered 
either and there are other concerns not 
covered, such as churches and others. 
These exemptions were written in by the 
Senate in 1956 and passed by the House 
and became the law of our country. 
These exemptions should all be elimi
nated. 

It would be an advantageous and a 
proper thing to eliminate the exemp
tions for testamentary trusts, such as the 
Du Pont trust. There is no reason why a 
testamentary trust owning banks should 
also own railroads when comparable 
banking concerns are prohibited from 
doing this. We should consider the fun
damental idea established by law that a 
bank should not be allowed to ruri non
bank enterprises. 

I intend at the proper time to offer an 
amendment to carry out all of the Fed-

eral Reserve Board suggestions on these 
exemptions. I will put it in the RECORD. 
It will be in the Appendix of today's 
RECORD. You can read these the amend
ments, which are to carry out the recom
mendations of the Federal Reserve 
Board. I will 'Offer them at the proper 
time. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNET!'. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is very 
fair in his statement, and I appreciate 
it personally. I believe he stated that 
this bill is an improvement over the 
present law. , 

Mr. BENNET!'. Yes, that is true. 
Mr. PATMAN. But even if the gentle

man were unsuccessful in his efforts to 
get the bill amended, he would still vote 
for it? 

Mr. BENNET!'. Yes; Mr. Ball has 
taken this up with me and asked me 
about it. I have known Mr. Ball for 
most of my life. I said "You have been 
an example to me of great integrity, you 
have been an example of great inde
pendence; and I hope both of these 
things will be exemplified by my action 
on the ftoor as I iritend to vote for the bill 
even if it is not amended." 

Mr. PATMAN. May I make this com
ment, and this is the testimony of Mr. 
Balderson, vice chairman of the board 
under Mr. Martin? He made this state
ment when he testified on this bill: 

The Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System favors enactment of H.R. 
7371. 

Mr. BENNETT. I am glad they agree 
with me. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman made 
one statement I do not understand. He 
referred to handling a trust under a 
subsidiary. 

Mr. BENNETT. I think I said Manu
facturer's Trust. 

Mr . . PATMAN. I believe that would 
be very unusual. I believe the gentle
man made a mistake. 

Mr. BENNETT. Maybe I do not know 
all about banking that the gentleman 
from Texas does. I know that in the 
State of Florida you are not allowed to 
have branch banks. The separate banks 
of the Florida National Bank chain are 
less than 40 I am sure. There are many 
single banks of larger size than the en
tire Du Pont chain in the United States 
and they are not covered by this bill be
cause their business is done by numerous 
branches and not by separate banks. 
You see the great big buildings of the 
branches and the assets of the branches-
they are all big. You think they, the 
branches, are big banks, but they are 
actually branches. I may have the 
wrong banking word. It is either "sub
sidiary" or "branch". There are certain 
banks of great size that have many 
branch banks and they are not covered. 
I know that to be the fact. 

I know my bill would change this after 
my amendment is passed. If my amend
ment is passed, it will apply not only to 
a banking situation where there may be 

two banks but to a bank which is one 
bank with branches. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
TALCOTT] 5 minutes. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for these few minutes to discuss a 
couple of points involved in this bill. I 
object to the rule and I object to the b.ill 
for a number of reasons. Some of them 
have alre.a-dy been discussed here. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAT
MAN] in his first statement said we are 
dealing in this bill only with the Du 
Pont Co. This should be reason enough 
for everyone to vote agalnst the rule 
and to vote against the bill itself. This 
is punitive legislation and applies to 
only one company. . This should be 
sufficient reason to vote against the rule 
and the bill at this time when we are 
supposedly considering general legisla
tion. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALCOTr. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. PATMAN. It only involves one 
company because only one company is 
exempted under the law. It should never 
have been exempted. They got special 
privileges. Since that one company 
got the exemption, this would remove 
that one company. 

Mr. TALCOTr. Is that statement ac
tually accurate, Mr. Chairman? There 
are many exemptions made under the 
bank holding company act-for religious 
organizations and fraternal organiza
tions and unions and so on. 

Mr. PATMAN. This has nothing to do 
with those other exemptions. we· could 
not include them all in one bill. 

Mr. TALCOTT. There are too many 
exemptions but they all could be included 
in one bill. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman had his 
day in court. I asked the gentleman to 
bring in any witnesses he wanted to and 
he never did produce any. 

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. T ALCOTr. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. POOL. The committee report says 
that during the hearings they attempted 
to ascertain what organizations would 
be brought in under the broadened bill, 
but your committee was unable to develop 
this information. So they do not know. 

Mr. TALCOTr. Well, that is true. As 
a matter of fact, the bill H.R. 7371 does 
not take into consideration fraternal or
ganizations, religious organizations, 
unions, and a number of other similar 
organizations. 

I requested of the Federal Reserve 
Board a list of all the trusts that might 
be involved in this bill. They were un
able to supply me with the names of any 
trusts other than the Du Pont Cb. 
which would be involved. I personally 
wrote to about 10 other trusts concern
ing this matter, asking if there would 
be some likelihood of their entity being 
included in H.R. 7371 and each wrote 
back and claimed that they would not 
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be included under this bill. So the fact 
is the bill is very carefully drawn to in
clude only the Du Pont estate and this, 
of course, does make it very special legis
lation to which I think all of us should 
object. We can get around this very 
easily. The members of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem have for a number of years sug
gested amendments to the Bank Holqing 
Company Act and they have submitted to 
the Committee on Banking and CUrrency 
a list of 25 suggestions. We could take 
them and incorporate all of them and 
have a good bill. This was suggested in 
committee by a sizable number of mem
bers of the committee. 

I would like to quote from a letter 
that most of us received today which was 
signed by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CELLER] chairman of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. For many years 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CELLER] has been a champion of the 21-
day rule. He is an eminent lawyer and is 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju
diciary. This is what he. wrote: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D .C ., September 10, 1965. 
DEAR CoLLEAGUE: On September 13, House 

Resolution 499 will be before the House re
questing a rule on H.R. 7371, a bill ostensibly 
designed to do awa y with exemptions from 
'the provisions of the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956. We urge you to vote agains.t 
the rule and the bill. 

During the past 7 years, the Federal Re
serve Board has sent the same 25 recommen
dations to the COngress designed to elimina..te 
imperfections in the act. These recommen
dations would do away with all exemptions 
to the act, yet H.R. 7371 affects only one legal 
entity in the United States, the Alfred I. 
du Pont Estate in Jacksonville, Fla. During 
the course of the hearings, the statements 
which were submitted in suppor·t of H.R. 
7371 demons trated that the bill was not an 
effort made in good faith to plug the holes 
in the Bank Holding Company Act, but 
rather that the bill was aimed squarely at the 
DuPont estate for reasons which have little 
to do with the original purpose of the act. 

The bill is single-purpose, punitive legisla
tion affecting one legal entity only-exactly 
the type of legislation our forefathers fled 
from in the old country, which led to the 
creation of the United States and the estab
lishment of this House. If the Bank Hold
ing Company Act is imperfect, let us hold 
hearings on the act in its entirety and elimi
nate any and all exemptions. Any modifi
cation through patchwork and single-pur
pose legislation will only serve to discrimi
nate unjustly. 

We urge you to vote against the rule, and 
if granted, to vote against the passage of 
H.R. 7371. 

EMANUEL CELLER, 
Member of Congress. 

ROBERT L. F. SIKES, 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

.Mr. TALCOTT. · I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. When the gentleman 
refers to "we," to whom does he refer? 

Mr. TALCOTT. The gentleman has 
asked to whom I referred, when I read 
from the letter, as "we." I said at the end 
of my statement that the letter was from 

EMANUEL CELLER, Member of Congress, 
and RoBERT L. F. SIKES, Member of Con
gress. That is a great combination. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. HANNA. I thank· the chairman 
for yielding. 

I have sat here with some real satis
faction hearing that the gentleman 
would like to go further than we are 
going. It" appears to me that whenever 
one is against what is taking place, there 
are two courses he can take. He can 
either say, "You should not be doing it at 
all" or, "I do not like what you are 
doing, for you are not going far enough." 

In order to get the record straight as 
to what we are doing we must realize 
that we have a bill which merely pro
vides that the law of the United States 
is that if one owns a bank and he is in 
the banking business, whether there are 
a great many branches -ar there are not a 
great many branches has nothing to do 
with the Bank Holding Act. Whether 
you have a lot of banks or whether you 
have one branch, one bank with a lot m 
branches, has nothing to do with it. You 
can be in the banking business, but you 
cannot be in other businesses. That is 
what the Bank Holding Act provides. 

There was an exemption for testa
mentary trusts. 

Gentlemen, you have been around this 
House for a long time; both Members on 
this side and man.y . of you on the other 
side. How do amendments get into bills? 
Do you go in with a blanket amendment? 
Do you think all the people who were not 
covered by the bill have come in under 
one blanket amendment conceived at one 
fell swoop? Do you suppose th81t the 
labor leaders have cozened up to the 
people in the Du Pont Trust and said, 
"Fellows, let's get together and get out of 
that bill?'" You can bet your bottom 
dollar that that did not happen. They 
got out on their own. Du Pont got out 
as a testamentary trust. You can be 
sure the fingerprints of the Du Pont 
Co. were carefully kept off the amend
ment on the testamentary trust. But 
they single shotted it. We are not try
ing to put their fingerprints on the bill 
now. They tried to single shot it; we are 
trying to single shot it. 

It_ seems to me that the question of 
whether you should or should not take 
out such a provision in one fell swoop 
places it in the position of the fellow 
who came up and said to another, "How 
is your wife?" The second fellow ·Said, 
"Compared to whom?" 

The answer to the question will be 
somewhat differeillt. Compared to 
whom? 

The question th81t is asked here is 
whether a testamentary trust should be 
included in the Bank Holding Act. We 
are merely saying, "Yes. You single 
shotted to get included out. We will 
have to single shot to include you in." 

That is what this bill does. With all 
the hearings that were conducted and 
all the testimony that was taken on the 
question, that is all that came out of it: 
"You were included out by an initiated 

amendment which was a single shot. 
You will by this bill be covered by the 
national law by this bill which is a sin-
gle shot. · 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Missouri. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the issue 

before us is whether the resolution pro
viding for debate on the bill should be 
adopted. 

First, I wish to commend the gentle
man from Texas for his fairness in fol
lowing the precedent of the Rules Com
mittee when they present a rule before 
the House in yielding half the time 
available to the minority side. That 
was the problem involved in connection 
with the previous resolution for consider
ing the FEPC bill. There was no op
portunity for the House to consider the 
merits of the question as to whether the 
rule should be adopted. In my judg
ment, the question whether a rule 
should be adopted-and I think in the 
judgment of most of the Members-de
pends on whether or not the committee 
that has considered the bill has indeed 
considered it, has printed hearings avail
able, and has a written committee report. 

I finally got a copy of the committee 
report. There were only about five com
mittee reports available on our side at 
the Clerk's desk. The document room 
is closed, and has been closed for several 
hours. 

I tried to determine whether com
mittee hearings were available. I 
understand there were committee hear
ings, but they are not available here in 
the Chamber because the committee 
room is closed. 

In order to intelligently debate the 
issues-and we have been hearing about 
some of them, as to whether this matter 
has been properly prepared so that the 
House can consider it--we need such 
documents. 

The issue, as I see it, has been pointed 
up by the very brief debate on the sub
stantive matters. The conclusion is 
that this is not ready for debate at this 
time. 

Let me point out the difference between 
matters which come before us from the 
Rules Committee and matters which 
come before us under the 21-day rule. 
Before the Rules Committee those of us 
who are not on the committees involved 
are given an .opportunity, if we choose, 
to appear, and to say whether we have 
been heard or whether people we know 
should have been heard or have not been 
heard. We are given an opportunity 
to express our views before the Rules 
Committee as to whether the matter is 
ready and timely for debate. 

Where can any of us be heard under 
the procedures of the 21-day rule? I 
submit that the 21-day rule is an ex
traordinary remedy. If it is to be used, 
it should be used only if the Rules Com
mittee has not provided an adequate 
forum for those who would like a bill re
ported and for those who disagree as to 
whether the bill should be before the 
House, so that they can be heard. --
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I believe the time we are spending on we were privileged to bring it up. Do 

each one of these resolutions providing you not think that was plenty of time 
the procedures for debating these various to give the Committee on Rules? 
bills should be spent to some degree in Mr. CURTIS. I do not want to yield 
pointing out wherein the Rules Commit- further, because I want to comment on 
tee has failed, if at all. Perhaps the that. 
committee has failed on some of these This is the type of discussion I would 
particular bills. have expected on the floor of the House 

I do not know why this bill could not during the consideration of a rule under 
have gotten a regular rule, if the House the 21-day rule. This would permit 
leadership had been interested, or if any- members of the Committee on Rules to 
one had wanted to bring it up. I under- respond so that those of us in the House 
stand it was not even brought up before who are neither on the Banking and 
the Rules Committee. Currency Committee nor the Committee 

I would assume, on something of this on Rules could vote on this with intelli
nature, although there is some contro- gence. I hope we will vote down this 
versy involved, the controversy might rule and consider this in an orderly 
have been resolved. fashion at the proper time of day. 

I certainly do understand why the pre- Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
vious matter which was brought up under self such time as I may use. 
the 21-day rule might not have been Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I would like 
ready for consideration. Anyone who to echo the remarks of the gentleman 
cared to read the committee report could from Missouri in thanking the chairman 
read the minority views, for example, of of the committee for his generosity in 
the gentleman from Nebraska, Congress- yielding time, allowing those of us who 
man DAVE MARTIN, which pertain to the do have a concern with this rule and this 
procedures followed by the committee, as bill to speak our minds. Regardless of 
to whether the matter was ready for the feelings of the gentleman from Cali
floor debate and the timeliness of bring- fornia as to our particular motivations, I 
lng the matter before the House. point out that the Federal Reserve Board 

This matter should have been dis- has requested that all exemptions be re
cussed. The majority could have worked moved. I personally have introduced a 
its will. I am sure it would have. bill to that effect. I think we are sincere 

We all saw the manner in which the in requesting that the committee give 
gentleman from New York, the chair- full consideration to the entire scope of 
man of the Committee on Education and the Bank Holding Company Act. This is 
Labor, said to the minority leader the reason why we object to this bill. It 
[Mr. FoRD], "I will yield you 10 times is a valid reason, I think, and we request 
the amount of time I am going to use, you vote against the rule. 
and I am going to use 30 seconds." That Mr. TODD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
was done, instead of the procedure which gentleman yield? 
tlie gentleman from Texas used. Again Mr. BROCK. I yield to the gentle-
r commend the gentleman from Texas man. 
for immediately yielding half of the time Mr. TODD. May I ask one question? 
allotted to him to those on the other side If we vote for the rule affirmatively, you 
who have points they wished to make; a can submit your amendments to the final 
total of 30 minutes. bill, can you not? 

Let me make one correction in ex- Mr. BROCK. The gentleman knows 
planation of a difference of opinion be- full well the arguments which will be 
tween the gentleman from Tennessee made against the amendment on the 
[Mr. BROCK] and the gentleman from ftoor. That is the reason why we would 
Texas [Mr. PATMAN] on the vote on the like to have the amendment considered 
21-day rule. The gentleman from Texas in committee as properly as possible. 
pointed out that his vote was on the Mr. TODD. I thank the gentleman. 
previous question. There was no record However, we can consider the amend
vote on the 21-day rule itself. That ments ·on the ftoor. 
technically is correct, and I believe it ex- Mr. BROCK. We could, and I think 
plains the confusion. we shall. The Bennett amendment will 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the be offered and I will support it. 
gentleman yield? · Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield · 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the chairman myself such time as I may consume. 
of the committee. Mr. Speaker, I would like to discuss 

Mr. PATMAN. I suggest to the gen- what Mr. BROCK, the gentleman from 
tleman that the bill was report.ed on . Tennessee, just suggested, namely; that 
June 21, 1965. I asked for a rule. I this should be considered in the com
wrote Judge SMITH, the chairman of the mittee. I do not believe any committee 
committee, in just as courteous a way as ever acted more fairly in every possible 
I possibly could and in just as humble way in the consideration of a bill than 
a way as I could asking him for consid- we acted in the consideration of this bill. 
eration of a rule. That was June 21, We had every witness that wanted to be 
1965. We did not hear from him at all. heard brought before the committee. 
We never heard a word from him. The gentleman from California [Mr. 
Every week the staff would call, and TALCOTT] said, "Can we not find some
would be informed that the chairman · body who will be involved in this bill?" 
was still considering it and had not That is the language written in the re
scheduled anything on it. We waited 42 port. We asked Mr. TALCOTT to find 
days, not 21, and filed the resolution. somebody. That was all right. We never 
Then, 21 days after that, which is today, necessarily know who is involved in bills. 

You make the law as it should be in 
order to treat everyone fairly and 
equally. That is what we were trying to 
do. 

We considered every amendment 
which was suggested. The gentleman 
from California offered amendments. 
The gentleman from Tennessee offered 
amendments. Amendments were offered 
I think by every minority Member and 
some majority Members. We considered 
every one of them. Debate was not cut 
off on a single one. Each amendment 
was fully and thoroughly discussed. 
Then there was a vote. Out of 12 mem
bers of the subcommittee it was a unani
mous vote for this bill-a unanimous 
vote. Eight Democrats and four Re
publicans. · Then we came before the 
full committee and after full discussion, 
going into the hearings, vdth the printed 
hearings available, contrary to the re
mark made by the distinguished gentle
man from Missouri, we acted on it. We 
did have full hearings on this bill. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CURTIS. I did not say that. I 
said they were not here on the floor. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman knew 
that this bill was coming up. He could 
have gotten the hearings or the reports 
last Friday or last Thursday or any time 
last wee~. They were available. Just 
because they are not available tonight 
does not mean that they have not been 
available. They are available. 

The Federal Reserve Board endorsed 
this bill unanimously. These other mat
ters can be brought up at any time that 
anybody wants to bring them up. There 
are other bills pending on this subject 
before your committee. We will con
sider these bills. However, I was think
ing of my dear friends on the Republican 
side. This is one time they could create 
for themselves a new image, just a little 
better image. You know, I feel saddened 
over the situation. I believe in a two
party system. I think we ought to have 
competition among the parties and have 
real competition. 

Then we could have better laws, they 
would be better discussed and more fully 
discussed and people would be better 
informed. But when our permanent 
minority party-and we have to call 
them the permanent minority party, be
cause. they have not been in the majority 
long enough to be anything else except a 
permanent minority party, and they con
tinue to make themselves the permanent 
minority party-! want to urge them to 
change that image, and start tonight by 
voting for a bill in the interests of the 
people, like this bill. Quit that old 
trickle-down theory that you have in 
your mind; quit that business; it does not 
belong here-such as. this high-interest 
deal that the Republicans always put 
out every week, every day-high interest, 
high interest--and tight money. 

Why, it would wreck this country to do 
what the Republicans are advocating. 
I hope they change that image a little bit 
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and make a start by voting for a bill like 
this. 

Do you know what interest it is costing 
the country today, or what it would be 
costing today if Mr. Eisenhower had not 
permitted them to raise interest rates 
higher than they were in 1953, on Janu-

. ary 20, when he came into office? - If 
he had just kept them exactly where 
they had been during the Truman time 
and the Roosevelt time--when they were 
sufficiently high and adequate? Gov
ernment bonds for over 12 years stayed 
at 2%-percent interest, did not go up, 
did not go down. They stayed there in 
the public interest. 

They went up a little bit before 1953, 
but very little, and for obvious reasons. 
If Mr. Eisenhower had held that line we 
would not be paying almost $12 billion a 
year interest on the national debt today. 
We would only be paying $6 billion in
terest on the national debt today. That 
is something you can take your pen and 
paper and figure out for yourself, exactly 
how much that high-interest policy is 
costing the American taxpayers. 

Today the people who pay interest in 
this country are paying not $30 or $40 
b-illion a year, but over $75 billion a year. 
That is just interest, just interest on the 
national debt and other debts. It is en- · 
tirely too much. I wish our Republican 
friends would quit thinking so much 
about high interest and tight money 
and help us get back on the track with 
reasonable rates of interest, and have 
more money for the good things in life 
that the American people need. 

This very committee that we are talk
ing about now, the Committee on Do
mestic Finance of the Banking and Cur
rency Committee, had hearings over a 
long period of time about high interest 
by one concern that has been bilking
and I use the word bilking-the young, 
drafted servicemen in this country and 
charging them up to 65 percent and 100 
percent in.terest, having them sign notes 
and contracts in blank and everything 
else. 

Read the hearings. Money is going to 
a few people like that, just as it is in 
this est81te down in Florida, with the 
estate getting millions of dollars a year. 
That is the difference, with that money 
going in at the top, being poured in at 
the top, and little if any trickling to 
the bottom. 

The excise tax reduction is a good ex
ample. That is a perfect case. It proves 
the point, and I hope the gentleman 
from Michigan will listen to this and 
stay on his feet because I want him to 
hear it. 

You know, it is the first time that 
excise taxes have been decreased in such 
a substantial way, and as a result the 
taxpayers paid more money into the 
Treasury. Why was that? 

It is because the people at the bot
tom, the low-income groups and the pov
erty stricken people, the money they get 
they spend it right quick and it goes up. 

Mr. Speaker, money travels 30, 40, 50, 
100 times back and forth during the 
year. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. Not right now. Just 
wait a minute and then I will yield to 
the gentleman. 

In most cases before the year is over 
the Government has actually gotten its 
money back. That was proven in the ex
cise tax case. That is percolating up. 
But when you start to percolate down 
like the situation is in this Du Pont 
case in Florida, giving them millions of 
tax-exempt money every year, it does not 
go down. It does not percolate down. 
There is no velocity to the money that 
is poured in at the top. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a percolating
up deal where everyone is being helped. 

If you dissolve this empire and take 
the railroads and the banks and sep
arate them and take all of the big busi
nesses they own and separate them and 
give other people . an opportunity and 
compel them to obey the law just like 
everyone else is compelled to obey the 
law, we will all be helped by it. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I am now glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The gentle
man from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] has been 
conducting a somewhat effective fili
buster against the consideration of the 
Government employees' pay bill. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman does 
not really make that as a serious state
ment? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Yes; I most 
certainly do. 

Mr. PATMAN. If we talk 10 minutes, 
you say it is a filibuster. If you take 6 
hours, it is no filibuster. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me just 
make this comment. The gentleman 
said that the interest rate on the na
tional debt increased under the Republi
cans during the Eisenhower administra
tion. The facts are that since this Dem
ocratic administration has taken over, 
going back to January 1961, there has 
been better than a $2 billion per year in
crease in the total amount of interest 
paid on the national debt over that 
which was paid during the Eisenhower 
administration. We are now paying 
about $11 billion a year-$11 billion a 
year-in interest payments on the na
tional debt. If I recall correctly under 

· the Eisenhower administration in its last 
year there was an interes-t payment on 
the nationa-l debt of $9 billion per year. 

May I say one other thing? 
Mr·. PATMAN. No-! can document . 

the figures which I have used. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The gentle

man from Texas indicated there had 
been a rather level rate of interest dur
ing the Truman administration. He 
has inferred the same condition during 
the Kennedy-Johnson administration. 
But while we have had those so-called 
low and level interest payments, during 
the Truman administration we had the 
most substantial increase in the cost of 
living. Again under this administration 
we are experiencing a very substantial 
increase in the cost of living rate. 

This administration and the Truman 
administration have been the most in
flationary administrations in the history 
of the United States, at least during 
modern times. Then and now the 
American people are suffering from the 
inflationary policies of the Democratic 
administration . 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
yield further. I am going to answer the 
gentleman. 

The level periods of time which I 
talked about, I can document them. 

I wish the gentleman would stand up. 
I like to see him on his feet. 

I will take the period from June 30, 
1939, to June 30, 1951. That was 12 
years. That is when Mr. Roosevelt had a 
Federal Reserve Board that was looking 
after the interests of the people of the 
country and not just the banks. And, 
you know, they kept the interest rates at 
2% percent. Never during that time was 
the interest rate on long-term Govern
ment bonds above that rate, and not 
one time did any person have to sell his 
bonds at a loss. They were alwa.ys sold 
at par and accrued interest. That rep
resented a period of 12 years. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, let us take a look 
at that 12 years. During that time we 
have the longest soup lines in history. 
We had 12 million to 15 million people 
unemployed. Part of that time people 
were losing their homes and shotguns 
were used against the sheriff to keep him 
from selling homes at forced sale. They 
could not buy automobiles and appli
ances. Their money was piled back in 
the bank representing the greatest po
tential inflationary specter that any civil
ized country on earth ever had for a part 
of that time. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

· Mr. PATMAN. No. I listened to you 
fellows and I yielded you the time. A 
part of that time we were shooting away 
a quarter of a billion dollars a day on the 
battlefields. During that 12 years
there never was a rougher 12 years-b.ad, 
good, inflationary, deflationary, depres
sion, and hard times. 

The Federal Reserve Board kept the 
interest rates on long-term bonds at 
exactly 2.5 percent. Nobody had to sell · 
their bonds below par. You can do that 
at any time. Allowing -interest rates to 
rise hurts the poor man; it is against the 
poverty drive; it is creating poverty as 
a matter of fact. They tell you you 
ought to have high interest to stop infla
tion but this has never worked. When
ever you have that kind of remedy it is 
like putting out a fire with gasoline. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
enjoyed the friendship of the gentleman 
from Texas for many years. I heard him 
make this same speech quite frequently. 
Maybe I can get it to use myself. 

Mr. PATMAN. I wish you would. I 
wish your party had paid attention to it. 

Mr. ARENDS. A few years ago there 
was another gentleman from out in the 
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Far West who was an expert on money. 
He came down here with charts time 
after time, and talked about the mone
tary system. After one of these speeches, 
or during one of these speeches, a gentle
man punched me in the ribs and said 
"There is a gentleman in addition to the 
11 who knows about this monetary 
system, because only 12 men are sup
posed to know anything about money." 
I suppose the gentleman is 1 of 12. 

Mr. PATMAN. There are people who 
are for ·high interest and the trickle
down theory who submit views like that. 
The truth is y.ou have practically ruined 
this country on high interest and tight 
money. We cannot stand another 8 years 
of a Republican administration doing 
that. It was a good thing we passed 
that constitutional amendment that no 
President could serve longer than two 
terms because if Eisenhower had been in 
office all this time we would never have 
gotten out from under this tremendous 
load. We would have a debt of $600 bil
lion, with an interest of $36 billion a 
year. We would not have the money to 
pay anything else. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. If business is so good 
why did the State of Texas lead the rest 
of the States last year in bank failures? 

Mr. PATMAN. How many did we 
have? One? 

Mr. GROSS. Many more than that. 
Mr. PATMAN. I know of but one. It 

is like the fellow talking about crime in
creasing among the Chinese by 300 per
cent. That was because one Chinaman 
had violated three separate traffic laws, 
and that is how they reached the 300 
percent. There is only one bank failur.e 
I know of. 

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to provide 
the chairman of the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency with a list. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is not an alarm..: 
ing figure. I believe in the private enter
prise system. In the private enterprise 
system you make good loans and bad 
loans. Sometimes you have a loss. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. BROCK. I have enjoyed the 
colloquy with the gentleman very much, 
but I would like to get back to the issue. 
I want to ask the chairman a question. 
I believe he made one statement I would 
like to correct. 

You said that the income of the bene
ficiaries of the estate was tax exempt. 

Mr. PATMAN. That particular one of 
$8 million going to the trust was tax 
exempt. 

Mr. Speaker, when the bill comes up 
we will consider every amendment they 
want us to consider. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is qn 

agreeing to the resolution. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on this vote I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were--yeas · 201, nays 171, answered 
"present" 3, not voting 57, as follows: 

[Roll No. 291] 
YEAS-201 

Addabbo Green, Oreg; Olson, Minn. 
Albert Green, Pa. O'Neill, Mass. 
Anderson, Greigg . Ottinger 

Tenn. Grider Patman 
Annunzio Hagen, Gall!. Patten 
Ashley Halpern Pepper 
Baldwin Hamilton Perkins 
Bancl.Stra Hanley Philbin 
Barrett Hanna Pike 
Beckworth Hansen, Iowa Powell 
Bell Harris Price 
Bennett Hathaway Pucinski 
Bingham Hawkins Race 
Blatnik Hechler Randall 
Boggs Hicks Redlin 
Boland Holifield Reid, N.Y. 
Bolling Horton Resnick 
Brademas · Howard Reuss 
Brooks Hungate Rhodes, Pa. 
Brown, Cali!. Huot Rivers, Alaska 
Burke !chord Robison 
Burton, Calif. Irwin Rodino 
Byrne, Pa. Jacobs Rogers, Colo. 
Callan Jarman Ronan 
Clark Joelson Rooney, N.Y. 
Clevenger Johnson, C'alif. Rooney, Pa. 
Cohelan Jones, Ala. Rosenthal 
Conte Karsten Rostenkowski 
C'orbett Karth Roush 
Corman Kastenmeier Roybal 
Craley Kee StGermain 
Daniels King, Calif. St. Onge 
Dawson King, Utah Scheuer 
de la Garza Krebs Schisler 
Delaney Leggett Schmidhauser 
Dent Long, Md. Schweiker 
Denton McCarthy Secrest 
Diggs McDade Senner 
Dingell McDowell Shipley 
Donohue McFall Sickles 
Dow McGrath Slack 
Duncan, Oreg. McVicker Smith, Iowa 
Dwyer· Macdonald Smith, N.Y. 
Dyal Machen Springer 
Edmondson Mackay Staggers 
Edwards, Calif. Mackie Stalbaum 
Evans, Colo. Madden .Stratton 
Evins, Tenn. Matsunaga Sullivan 
Farbstein Meeds Sweeney 
Farnum Miller Tenzer 
Fascell Minish Thompson, N.J. 
Feighan Mink Todd 
Fino Moeller Trimble 
Flood Monagan Tunney 
Fogarty Moorhead Udall 
Ford, Morgan Ullman 

William D. Morris Van Deerlin 
Fraser Morrison Vanik 
Friedel Murphy, Ill. Vigorito 
Fulton, Tenn. Murphy, N.Y. Vivian 
Garmatz Murray Walker, N.Mex. 
Giaimo Nedzi White, Idaho 
Gibbons Nix White, Tex. 
Gilbert O 'Brien Willis 
Gilligan O'Hara, Ill. Wolff 
Gonzalez O'Hara, Mich. Yates 
Grabowski O'Konski Zablocki 
Gray Olsen, Mont. 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adams 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N. Dak. 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Berry 
Betts 
Bow 
Brock 
Broomfield 
Broyhill, N.C. 

NAYS-171 

Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Callaway 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Clancy 
C'lausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cle:veland 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conable 

Cooley 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Dulski 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
Ellsworth 
Erlenborn 
Everett 

Findley Latta Rogers, Tex. 
Fisher Lennon Roudebush 
Flynt Lipscomb Rumsfeld 
Foley · Long, La. Satterfield 
Ford, Gerald R. McCulloch Saylor 
Fountain McEwen Schneebeli 
Frelinghuysen McMillan Scott 
Fulton, Pa. MacGregor Selden 
Fuqua Mahon Shriver 
Gathings Mailliard Sikes 
Gettys Marsh Smith, Cali!. 
Goodell Martin, Nebr. Smith, Va. 
Gross Mathias Stafford 
Grover Matthews Stanton 
Gubser Michel Stephens 
Gurney Minshall Stubblefield 
Hagan, Ga. Mize Taylor 
Haley Moore Teague, Call!. 
Hall Morse Teague, Tex. 
Hansen, Idaho Morton Thomson, Wis. 
Hansen, Wash. Mosher Tuck 
Harsha Natcher Tupper 
Hays Nelsen Tuten 
Henderson O'Neal, Ga. Utt 
Herlong Passman Waggonner 
Hosmer Pickle Walker, Miss. 
Hull Potr Watkins 
Hutchinson Pool Watson 
Jennings Purcell Watts 
Johnson, Pa. Quie Whalley 
Jonas Quillen Whitener 
Keith Reid, Til. Whitten 
King, N.Y. Reifel Widnall 
Kornegay Reinecke Williams 
Kunkel Rhodes, Ariz. Wilson, Bob 
Laird R ivers, S.C. Wyatt 
Landrum Roberts Wydler 
Langen Rogers, Fla. Younger 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"__:3 

Pelly Roncalio Talcott 

NOT VOTING-57 

Adair Griffin 
Andrews, Griffiths 

George w. Halleck 
Ashbrook Hardy 
Aspinall Harvey, Ind. 
Baring Harvey, Mich. 
Bolton Hebert 
Bonner Helstoski 
Bray Holland 
Cameron Johnson, Okla. 
Carey Jones, Me>. 
Casey Kelly 
Celler Keogh 
Conyers Kirwan 
Culver Kluczynski 
Daddario Lindsay 
Derwinski Love 
Fallon McClory · 
Farnsley Martin, Ala. 
Gallagher Martin. Mass. 

May 
Mills 
Moss 
Multer 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Roosevelt 
Ryan 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Steed 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Weltner 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 
Young 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Multer for, with Mr. Talcott against. 
Mr. Kirwan for, with Mr. Martin of Ala-

bama against. 
Mr. Keogh for, with~. Hebert against . 
Mr. Daddario for, with Mr. Derwinskl 

against. 
Mr. Lindsay for, with Mrs. May against. 
Mrs. Kelly for, with Mr. Adair against. 
Mr. Toll for, with Mr. Harvey of Indiana 

against. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson for, with Mrs. Bol-

ton against. 
Mr. Helstoski for, with Mr. Bray against:· 
Mr. Aspinall for, with Mr. Skubitz against. 
Mr. Carey for, with Mr. Ashbrook against. 
Mr. Fallon for, with Mr. Halleck against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Griffin. 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Harvey, of Michigan. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Martin, of Massachu-

setts. 
Mr. We1tner with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Pirnie. 
Mr. Young with Mr. Johnson, of Oklahoma. 
Mr. HoUand with Mr. Ryan. 
Mr. Bonner with Mr. Thomas. 
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Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Farns-
ley. 

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Sisk. 
Mr. Steed with Mr. Casey. 
Mr. cameron with Mr. Baring. 
Mr. Roosevelt with Mr. Kluczynski. 
Mr. CUlver with Mr. Hardy. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. George W. Andrews. 
Mr. Conyers with Mr. Baring. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a live pair with the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MuLTER]. If he had been 
present he ·would have voted "yea." I 
voted "nay." Therefore, I withdraw my 
vote and vote "present." 

Mr. RONCALIO changed his vote from 
"yea" to "present." . 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania changed 
his vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. PELL Y changed his vote from 
"nay" to "present." 

Mr. HORTON changed his vote from 
''nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE 
ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES ACT 
OF 1965 
Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to the provisions of clause 23, rule XI, I 
call UP-

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
would the distinguished gentleman from 
New York speak loud and clear so we 
will know exactly what he is intending 
to do? 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the second time that I have been almost 
insulted today. 

Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the provi
sions of clause 23, rule XI, I call up House 
Resolution 478 providing for the con
sideration of H.R. 9460 which has been 
pending before the Committee on Rules 
for more than 21 calendar days without 
being reported by the said committee. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H . RES. 478 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
9460) to provide for the establishment of the 
National Foundation on the Arts and the 
Hwnanities to promote progress and scholar
ship in the humanities and the arts in the 
United States and for other purposes. After 
general debate, which shall be confined to the 
bill, and shall continue not to exceed two 
hours, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu
sion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Missouri will state his point of order. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make a 
point of order against the consideration 
of this bill by the House based on clause 
4 of rule 27, the last line in section 908, 
the second paragraph, says: 

Recognition for the motions shall be in 
the order in which they have been entered 
on the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. ·The Chair will state 
that the gentleman is talking about an 
entirely different rule than is the sit
uationnow. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. PowELL] yield for 
a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. POWELL. I do not yield, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. Might the Chair sug
gest that the gentleman from New York 
yield for a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. POWELL. For a parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Speaker, I yield. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
is it the intention of the distinguished 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Education and Labor to yield time to the 
minority? 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, that is 
not a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New York has the floor. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
would a motion at this time be in order 
to enlarge the Rules Committee to 435 
Members? 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
making a serious parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry, if the gentleman from 
New York will yield? 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from New York yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri for a parliamentary in
quiry? 

Mr. POWELL. Only for a parlia
mentary inquiry; yes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, insofar as 
the discharge calendar as listed on our 
calendar of unfinished business refers to 
clause 4, rule 27, wherein is it possible, 
referring to my previous point of order 
with reference to an additional bill being 
out of order and not being considered to 
be so considered? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would ad
vise the gentleman from Missouri that 
the House is operating under clause 23 
of rule 11. 

·Mr. HALL. If the Speaker will allow 
me to submit further, under the yielding 

of the gentleman from New York, for a 
further parliamentary inquiry: There is 
no reference under the 21-day rule to 
the order in which bills will be called 
up, but it is specifically stated that recog
nition for motions will be in the order in 
which they have been entered on the 
Journal. They have been printed in the 
RECORD and Journal, and I submit the 
parliamentary inquiry is valid. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that -the rule mentioned by the gentle
man relates to an entirely different mo
tion. 

Mr. POWELL. I have requested that 
pursuant to clause 23, rule 11, I call up 
a House resolution. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POWELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is it the in
tention of the gentleman to yield some 
time to the minority? 

Mr . . POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I shall 
be very, very glad to yield equal time. 

The SPEAKER. What time does the 
gentleman from New York yield, and to 
which gentleman? 

Mr. POWELL. We have not gone into 
the Committee of the Whole yet. 

The SPEAKER. We are not in the 
Committee of the Whole; no. 

Mr. POWELL. I am going to take 10 
seconds from myse·lf, and the distin
guished gentleman from New Jersey, the 
author of the bill and the chairman of 
the subcommittee, is going to take 3 min
utes. I Will be happy to yield to the 
gentleman 3 minutes and 10 seconds. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. We are trying to co
ordinate matters. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I think a 
point of order takes precedence. 

The SPEAKER. That is true. 
The gentleman will state his point of 

order. 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Just a few 

minutes ago I raised a question of the di
vision of time on the last resolution that 
was up for consideration. The gentle
man from Texas readily conceded, and 
the Chair conceded, that the usual rule 
and presentation of the rule is that there 
is 1 hour for debate, that time to be 
equally divided between the majority and 
minority. 

If we are going to have rules around 
here, let us have them. What is the 
rule? 

The SPEAKER. What is the gentle
man's point of order? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The point of 
order is that under the rules of the House· 
half the time is controlled-under the 
rule-by the majority, and the other 
half, 30 minutes, is yielded to the mi
nority. That has been the rule ever since 
I have been around here. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the control of time in the present 
parliamentary situation rests with the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. PowELL]. 

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
SMITH] has referred to the action taken 
on the last resolution. That was a mat-
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ter within the judgment of the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. PATMAN]. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. PowELL] 
has control of the 1 hour and he can dis
pose of that time as his judgment dic
tates. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. That is not 
the usual rule, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. We are not operat
ing under the usual rule. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Throughout 
the day and evening, Mr. Speaker, I have 
observed that we have not been operat
ing under the usual rules. 

The SPEAKER. When the Chair 
states that we are not operating under 
the usual rule, the Chair means by that 
we are not oper,ating under the rules of 
the House governing the situation where 
a rule is reported out of the Committee 
on Rules where the custom for years has 
been to yield time to a Member on the 
minority side. The present situation as 
to the control of time is more comparable 
to a conference report for example where 
the Member in control of the conference 
report has control of the time and it. is 
a matter of his judgment. 

Does the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. PowELL] yield to any Member and, 
if so, to whom or does the gentleman 
from New York seek recognition for him
self? 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge the adop
tion of the resolution H.R. 478, which 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
9460, a bill providing for the establish
ment of a National Foundation of the 
Arts and Humanities. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
happy to yield to the distinguished chair
man of the subcommittee that reported 
this bill out. He has been working on 
this for many years and is the author 
of this bill, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON], after which I 
will be very happy to yield to the dis
tinguished colleague from Alabama [Mr. 
GLENN ANDREWS] 10· minutes. I now 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished chair
man of our committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the 
adoption of the resolution, House Reso
lution 478. The adoption of this resolu
tion will simply authorize the House to 
work its will on the bill, H.R. 9460, which 
is cosponsored by more than 100 of our 
colleagues in this body. The purpose of 
this bill is to create a National Founda
tion of the Arts and Humanities. It is 
an open rule providing for the debate to 
be equally divided on both sides of the 
aisle with sufficient time to enable both 
sides to express their position clearly. 
Under the rule, if adopted, any amend
ments may be offered. It is a perfectly 
open rule on a subject that has been 
before this great body for a great, great 
many years. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not think B.~t this 
laite hour that the substance of the leg-

islation needs any long debate. The 
question is, simply, Will the House allow 
the consideration under the proposed 
resolution of this bill, H.R. 9460, and 
during which time everyone will have 
an equal opportunity to discuss it both 
in general debate and under the 5-min
ute rule. As the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Rules said today 
in a colloquy with me, I have petitioned 
the Committee on Rules for hearings on 
this measure on a number of occasions 
and it was decided by tha;t grealt com
mittee that it had business which it con
sidered to be of greater consequence and 
that the Committee on Rules oou1d not 
reach this 1egisl'81tion. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Rules advised that we use this proce
dure, it being, he said to me then, and 
repeated to me this afternoon, a part of 
the rules of this body. 

I might point out, as the chairman of 
the Committee on Rules explained this 
af·ternoon, that the bill is an administra
tion bill and deserves the CQIIlsideration 
which it would get under the rules of 
this body. It is a bill in which the House 
should be given an opportunity to work 
i·ts will. Wh81t the ultimate disposition 
of it will be is a question for the House 
to decide on consideration, full debate, 
and final diSPOSition of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this rule. It will enable the 
House to work its will on H.R. 9460, a bill 
to create a National Foundation on the 

.Arts and the Humanities. 
This is a small bill, but it is important. 
During my second term in the House, 

I had the privilege of sitting on a sub
committee taking testimony which led 
to a great bill, the National Defense Edu
cation Act. That was our reaction to 
Sputnik I. 

There was a thread running through
out our hearings. Yes, we need scien
tists, engineers, and technicians. But 
we also need people who can use the new 
technology and the new devices and the 
new knowledge; people who can turn 
them to the use of mankind. That was 
the undertone of the testimony. It was 
a caveat that many of us had in mind 
when we wrote that bill. 

Now the time has come to make sure 
that our supply of humanists is large 
enough so that in future years machines 
remain the servant of mankind, and not 
vice versa. 

I find it significant to recall the caveat 
of the National Defense Education Act 
hearings at this time. We propose to 
act in the area of the humanities while 
we still glow from the most recent ex
ploit of our astronauts. In that great 
adventure there were many mishaps. 
The failures and the mishaps were all 
those of machines. Man once more 
proved his individual importance. 

This is the importance of the humani
ties. In essence the humanities are the 
study of man in relationship to his en
vironment. 

Mr. Speaker, I could speak much fur
ther on the high purpose of H.R. 9460, 
and I shall do so when we are in Com- · 
mittee. I shall also discuss the me-

chanics of the program we propose to 
authorize. Today I desire to persuade 
our colleagues to suppor-t the rule. 

First off, this bill, or bills with a simi
lar purpose, has more Members of the 
House as cosponsors than any other bill 
that has been before this body in this 
Congress. Over 100 Members have ex
pressed their affirmative interest in this 
proposal by introducing bills. 

The hearing record is filled with testi
monials from the academic community. 
It would consume most of time allowed 
on this rule to list them all. These are 
just a few of the academicians who en
dorse this proposal: 

Dr. J. A. Stratton, president, Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology; Dr. 
Gustave Arlt, president, Council of Grad
uate Schools; Dr. Kingman Brewster, 
president of Yale--he was invited as an 
opposition witness; Dr. Frederick Burk
hardt, president, American Council of 
Learned Societies; Dr. Barnaby Keeney, 
president, Brown University; Dr. Fred
erick Dorian, of Carnegie Institute of 
Technology; Dr. Robert Goheen, presi
dent of ~rinceton; Dr. John T. Fey, 
president, University of Wyoming; 
Michael Rapuano, president, American 
Academy in Rome; and Alvin C. Eurich, 
president, Aspen Institute for Humanis
tic Studies. 

Business leaders are also for this bill. 
They include Thomas J. Watson, Jr., 
chairman of the board, International 
Business Machines; Nelson Poynter, 
publisher, St. Petersburg Times; Stanley 
Obermiller, president, National Art Ma
terials Trade Association; and Lee C. 
Deighton, chairman, the McMillan Co. 

A great many professional and cul
tural associations also endorse this leg
islation. Some of them are the Amer
ican Institute of Architects, the Associa
tion of Research Libraries, the National 
Council on the Arts and Government, 
American Association of Museums, Print 
Council of America, National Federa
tion of Music Clubs, American Library 
Association, National Association of 
Women Artists, and the American Par
ents Committee. 

Then there are distinguished perform
ers: Charlton Heston, Miss Lillian Gish, 
Frederick O'Neal, Ron Rawson, and 
Theodore Bickel. 

Labor organizations supporting the bill 
are the AFL-CIO, the Steelworkers, the 
Autoworkers, and all of the unions within 
the performing fields. 

Witnesses from the Government who 
testified in favor include Roger Stevens, 
chairman, National Council on the Arts; 
Francis Keppel, Commissioner of Educa
tion; Harry C. McPherson, then the As
sistant Secretary of State for Cultural 
Affairs; L. Quincy Mumford, the Li
brarian of Congress; S. Dillon Ripley, 
Secretary to the Smithsonian Institu
tion; John Walker, Director, National 
Gallery of Art; Dr. Glen T. Seaborg, 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; 
and Leland J. Haworth. 

Additionally it has been enacted in 
the other body. 

Finally, this bill is a part of the legis
lative program of President Johnson. 
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Mr. Speaker, a piece of legislation with 
such a wide backing from within and 
without the Congress, deserves the con
sideration of the House. 

For this reason, I urge my colleagues 
to support the rule. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
GLENN ANDREWS] 10 minutes. 

Mr. GLENN ANDREWS. Mr. Speak
er, I regret very much that the ranking 
member of our subcommittee, who is not 
able to be present today, has taken a 
position against the bill. He has done 
so not because of its stated purpose-the 
development of the arts and humani
ties--but because it would set up a brand 
new set of places for education that were 
untried, untested, and, it was thought, 
needed some thorough examination. 

The minority views are printed. They 
are very conclusive. 

I yield such time as he may need· to 
my colleague, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REID]. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank my colleague for yielding. The 
hour is late to deal with the substance 
of the bill, the consideration of which 
is authorized by House Resolution 478.· 
I will merely state that H.R. 9460 enjoys 
bipartisan support. As the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON] has 
pointed out, over 100 Members support 
the bill. Many Members on this side of 
the aisle support it. I think it is ·clear 
that in America today there is a grow
ing feeling that the arts and humanities 
deserve greater recognition and support 
at the national level, particularly since 
there is great emphasis in this day and 
age on the sciences. 

I intend to support th~ bill. I be
lieve in it. I also plan to offer an amend
ment at the appropriate time. 

Finally, I would say that it is true, as 
stated in the minority views, that the 
bill did go through the full committee 
at a very rapid rate-roughly, 15 min
utes. In my judgment, there was not 
adequate time for consideration. How
ever, the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee [Mr. THOMPSON], has 
given the bill very careful thought and 
study over the years. I believe on bal
ance it is a bill that should be supported. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GLENN ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield such time as he might need to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
FuLTON]. 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, as one of the cosponsors of this 
legislation, I am glad to join with the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REID] 
in stating that the bill has bipartisan 
support. In fact, as has been stated, over 
100 Members of the House have spon
sored similar legislation, if not identical. 
AJ3 a member of the Committee on 
Science and Astronautics, my position is 
that we should likewise place emphasis 
on the arts and humanities, for the Na
tion is growing up culturally. This will 
be a good advance for us. It is one of 
the best bills I have seen on this par- . 
ticular subject. 

Mr. GLENN ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, 
the distinguished chairman of the sub
committee has been most fair, in my 
opinion, during the hearings on this sub
ject. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLENN ANDREWS. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. It was indeed interest
ing to hear the distinguished Speaker of 
the House say that this bill was being 
considered under unusual procedure, be
cause I asked the distinguished majority 
leader on last Thursday afternoon if it 
was not unusual for legislation to be con
sidered under the procedure that has 
been employed today and the di~tin
guished majority leader said-and his 
statement will be found in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD-that this was not un
USUal procedure. 

Mr. GLENN ANDREWS. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the remainder of 
our time. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. · 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

on that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 260, nays 114, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 57, as follows: 

[Roll No. 292] 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Bates 
Beckworth 
Bell 
Bennett 
Berry 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brad em as 
Brooks · 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Burke 
Burton, Calif. 
Burton, Utah 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cahill 
Callan 
Carey 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Cleveland 
Clevenger 
Cohela n 
Con able 
Conte 
Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Daniels 
Dawson 
Delaney 

YEA8-260 
Dent Hawkins 
Denton Hays 
Diggs Hechler 
Dingell Hicks 
Donohue Holifield 
Dow Hort on 
Dulski Howard 
Dwyer Hungate 
Dyal Huot 
Edmondson !chord · 
Edwards, Calif. Irwin 
Ellsworth Jacobs 
Evans, Colo. Jarman 
Everett Jennings 
Fa;rbstein Joelson 
Farnum Johnson, Calif. 
Fascell Johnson, Pa. 
Feighan Jones, Ala. 
Fino Karsten 
Flood Karth 
Fogarty Kastenmeier 
Foley Kee 
Ford, Keith 

William D. King, Calif. 
Fraser King, Utah 
Frelinghuysen Krebs 
Friedel Kunkel 
Fulton, Pa. Laird 
Fulton, Tenn. Leggett 
Garmatz Long, Md. 
Giaimo Love 
Gibbons McCarthy 
Gilbert McDade 

. Gilligan McDowell 
Gonzalez McFall 
Grabowski McGrath 
Gray McVicker 
Green, Oreg. Macdonald 
Green, Pa. MacGregor 
Greigg Machen 
Grider Mackay 
Grover Mackie 
Hagen, Calif. Madden 
Halpern Mahon 
Hamilton Mathias 
Hanley Matsunaga 
Hanna Meeds 
Hansen, Iowa Michel 
Hansen, Wash. Miller 
Harris Minish 
Hathaway Mink 

Minshall 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Morse 
Morton 
Mosher 
Murphy, Til. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murray 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Brien 
O'Hara, Dl. 
O'Hara, Mich. 
O 'Konski 
Olsen, Mont. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neill, Mass. 
Ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pickle 
Pike . 
Powell 
Price 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Quie 
Race 

Randall 
Redlin 
Reid, N.Y . 
Reifel · 
Resnick 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Robison 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidhauser 
Schnee bell 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Sickles 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 

NAY8-114 

Springer 
Stafford 
St aggers 
Stalbaum 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Teague, Calif. 
T eague, Tex. 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Todd 
Trimble 
Tunney 
Tupper 
Uda ll 
Ullman 
VanDeerlin 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Whalley 
White, Idaho 
Widnall 
Willis 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Zablocki 

Abbitt Duncan, Oreg. Marsh 
Abernethy Duncan, Tenn. Martin, Nebr. 
Anderson, lll. Edwards, Ala. Matthews 
Andrews, Erlenborn Mize 

Glenn Evins, Tenn. Natcher 
Arends Findley Nelsen 
Ashmore Fisher O'Neal, Ga. 
Ayres Flynt Passman 
Baldwin Ford, Gerald R. Poff 
Battin Fountain Pool 
Belcher Fuqua Quillen 
Betts Gathings Reid, Ill. 
Bow Gettys Reinecke 
Brock Goodell Roberts 
Broyhill, N.C. Gross Rogers, Tex 
Broyhill, Va. Gubser Roudebush 
Buchanan Gurney Satterfield 
Burleson Hagan, Ga. Selden 
Byrnes, Wis. Haley Shriver 
Cabell Hall Sikes 
Callaway Halleck Skubitz 
Chamberlain Hansen, Idaho Smith, Va. 
Chelf Harsha Stanton 
Clancy Henderson Taylor 
Clawson, Del Herlong Tuck 
Collier Hosmer Tuten 
Colmer Hull Utt 
Cooley Hutchinson Waggonner 
Cramer Jonas Walker , Miss. 
Dague King, N.Y. Wat kins 
Davis, Ga. Langen Watson 
Davis, Wis. Latta Watts 
de la Garza Lennon White, Tex. 
Devine Lipscomb Whitener 
Dickinson Long, La. Williams 
Dole McCulloch Wilson, Bob 
Dorn McEwen Younger 
Dowdy McMillan 
Downing Mailliard 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Talcott 

·NOT VOTING-57 

Adair 
And.Tews, 

George W. 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baring 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bray 
Cameron 
Casey 
Celler 
Conyers 
Culver 
Daddario 
Derwinski 
Fallon 

Farnsley 
G allagher 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Hardy 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Helstoski 
Holland 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Mo. 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Kirwan 
Kluczynski 
Kornegay 

Landrum 
Lindsay 
McClory 
Martin, Ala. 
Martin, Mass. 
May 
Mills 
Moss 
Multer 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roosevelt 
Ryan 
Sisk 
Smith, Calif. 
Steed 
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Thomas Weltner Young 
Thompson, Tex. Whitten 
Toll Wright 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

bairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Multer for, with Mr. Talcott against. 
Mr. Pirnie for, with Mr. Martin of Ala-

bama against. 
Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Adair against. 
Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr. 

Harvey of Indiana against. 
Mr. Kirwan for, with Mr. Ashbrook against. 
Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Hebert against. 
Mrs. Bolton for, with Mr. Bray against. 
Mr. Daddario for, with Mr. Derwinski 

against. 
Mr. Steed for, with Mr. Smith of California 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Fallon with Mr. McCloy. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Harvey of Michiga n . 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Griffin. 
Mr. Helstoski with Mrs. May. 
Mr. Roosevelt with Mr. Lindsay. 
Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Baring. 
Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Cam-

eron. 
Mr. Casey with Mr. Holland. 
Mrs. Kelly with Mr. Kornegay. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Ryan. 
Mr. Conyers with Mr. Culver. 
Mr. Landrum with Mrs. Griffiths. 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Gallagher. 
Mr. Toll with Mr. Whitten. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Johnson of Oklahoma. 
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Farnsley. 
Mr. Rivers of South Carolina with Mr. 

Weltner. 
Mr. Young with Mr: Bonner. 
Mr. Hardy with Mr. Thomas. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a live pair with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MULTER]. If he were here, he 
would vote "yea." I voted "no.'' There
fore, I withdraw my vote of "no" and 
vote "present.'' 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

REQUEST FOR GENERAL LEAVE TO 
EXTEND REMARKS 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the two 
resolutions, House Resolution 506 and 
House Resolution 478, which have been 
passed and to include pertinent and 
extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would observe that 
inasmuch as there was not any debate, it 
would not be fitting to have the RECORD 
indicate that there was, and for that 
reason I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 
Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks on the resolu-

tion just adopted by the House, House 
Resolution 478. 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

ADJUSTING RATES OF BASIC COM
PENSATION OF CERTAIN OF
FICERS AND EMPLOYEES IN THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND 
ESTABLISHING FEDERAL SALARY 
REVIEW COMMISSION 
Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to the provisions of clause 23, rule XI 
by direction of the Committee or{ 
Post Office and Civil Service, I call up 
the resolution (H. Res. 536) providing 
for consideration of H.R. 10281, which 
has been pending before the Committee 
on Rules for more than 21 calendar days 
\vithout being reported by the said com
mittee. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re
port the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 536 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
10281) to adjust the rates of basic compen
sation of certain officers and employees in 
the Federal Government, to establish the 
Federal Salary Review Commission, and for 
other purposes. After general.debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill, and shall con
tinue not to exceed four hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, the bill 
shl:l-11 be read for amendment under the five
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final pas
sage without intervening motion except .one 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, the resolu
tion now pending before the House would 
make in order the consideration· of the 
bill, H.R. 10281, the Federal salary ad
justment act of 1965. This bill was re
ported from our committee on August 
16 by a vote of 20 to 3. It represents a 
full month of hearings ·and most careful 
consideration by our committee of this 
very comprehensive subject. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill and 
the pending resolution would provide for 
4 hours of general debate to be equally 
divided and the rule is an open rule. 

At this late hour I shall not go· into 
the details of this very comprehensive 
legislation, but I urge Members of the 
House to support the resolution and to 
adopt it this afternoon. 

.Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
Will the gentleman yield for a question 
on the bill itself? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I would like 
to inquire whether this is the bill that 
contained a provision by which the Con-

gress will vote itself another raise in 
salary? 

Mr. UDALL. No. The way the gen
tleman phrases the question, I cannot 
answer him in the affirmative. The bill 
contains a provision which would pro
vide automatic machinery by which con
gressional, judicial, and Federal execu
tive salaries would be adjusted. Under 
the bill, as now written, the first adjust
ment would occur at the beginning of the 
next Congress, 1967. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The gentle
man has answered my question and I 
thank him. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 
the ranking minority member of the 
committee, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CORBETT], 10 minutes. 

Mr. COR~ETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 mmute to answer the gentle
man from Virginia. 

In the committee, I believe it is pretty 
definitely agreed that we shall support 
an amendment which would exclude 
Members of Congress, the Cabinet the 
judiciary, and high executive empl~yees 
who would otherwise be subject to the 
raises, effective prior to enactments that 
occur prior to January 1, 1967. So the 
gentleman's objectives will be taken care 
of. 

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BucHANAN], who has 
distinguished himself by his concentra
tion on our problem. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker I 
merely wish to state that, with the exc'ep- · 
tion of the congressional pay raise fea
ture, about which we had an honest dif
ference, and which we hope will be re
solved in an amendment, the bill did have 
strong bipartisan support. I concur in 
the judgment of the distinguished sub
committee chairman. With the excep
tion of the congressional pay raise fea
ture, it is a good bill. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. BROYHILL] for 3 minutes. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, it has been a long i:ught. 
It is not my purpose to prolong the dis
cussion. It is usual when these resolu
tions are being considered that some 
explanation of the bill be made. To
night we do not have the time. It is late. 
As the gentleman from Arizona has well 
stated, the bill does include a pay raise 
for all Federal workers. The first stage 
in the bill .as written provides a 4% per
cent increase. A second stage increase 
is written in the bill, which is known 
as the automatic increase for next year. 
Actually, I believe no one really knows 
exactly how much that increase would 
amount to. Estimates only, are avail
able. 

The fact is, too, tha.t no further con
sideration would be in order by this 
Congress for that second stage increase. 

It is also a well-known fact that there 
is opposition to this piece of legislation 
by the administration. The views of the 
administration on this bill are well 
known. 

In view of the inflationary spiral that 
is taking place in this country, the oppo-
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sition by the administration should not 
be taken lightly. 

As the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
SMITH] has brought out, it should be 
recognized by all Members that there 
would be an increase in the bill for Mem
bers of the Congress. There, again, the 
amount of the increase is not itemized. 

It is also very apparent from the con
versations that I have had with anum
ber of Members and a number of pieces 
of mail that I have had come across my 
desk that there will be numerous 
amendments ot!ered to the bill when it 
is considered in the Committee of the 
Whole. I only wish that we had ·had 
the time available in our discussion on 
this resolution to discuss, comment, and 
debate some of the amendments which 
might be ot!ered. 

It is not my purpose tonight to oppose 
this rule just for opposition's sake. I 
would hope that all Members will make 
it a point to study the details of the bill, 
read the committee report, together with 
the minority and additional views. This 
legislation should be considered when 
it is brought before the House, with 
careful deliberation. Changes that 
should be made should be accepted and 
then the entire bill voted up or down on 
it merits. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. BROYHILL] a former member 
of our committee. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I am mighty pleased to follow 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
BROYHILL], who happens to be my cousin. 
On a previous occasion I have said in a 
joking way that I claim him as close kin
folk when we agree on what is good Fed
eral employee legislation. When we dis-

. agree on that subject then we threaten 
to refer to each other as distant relatives. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier this evening the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. UDALL] 
who happens to be a good friend of the 
Federal employee and has been such a 
great leader in the fight for good Federal 
employee legislation, took the floor to 
state that some of us on this side who 
objected to the procedures of today-in 
words to this et!ect-were jeopardizing 
the possibility of considering a Federal 
employees pay bill this year. 

I do not question the prerogatives of 
the leadership in. the way they want to 
schedule legislation. I do not question 
the motives of the . gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. UDALL]. But I do not believe it 
is necessary for the gentleman from Vir
ginia or anyone else on this side of the 
aisle to have to defend his position on 
or support of Federal employee legisla
tion. 

Certainly my support of the bill for 
which we are considering a rule now is 
known. My position on parliamentary 
procedures earlier today has nothing to 
do with my position on this legislation. I 
believe the gentleman knows that, and 
the implication of the remarks made 
earlier today was in error. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

I should like to say to the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. UDALL] that the 
rule provides for 4 hours of general de
bate, and the bill will be open for amend
ment under the 5-minute rule. This will 
give us ample time to consider all of the 
administration objections to the bill. It 
will give us every opportunity to amend 
the bill in accordance with the wishes 
of the House. 

Therefore, I feel there is no reason in 
the world why this rule should not be 
adopted. 

In view of the administration's ex
pressed position that along with the bill 
this year there will be salary adjustments 
next year, we would all be well advised 
to adopt a bill this year and amend it as 
we see fit, and then make such adjust
ments next year as conditions warrant. 

Is that the understanding of the gen
tleman from Arizona? 

Mr. UDALL. I did not fully under
stand the inquiry of the gentleman. If 
he will state it again I shall be happy 
to comment. 

The bill as written has the October 1, 
1965, salary adjustment for all Federal 
employees; classified, postal, and others. 
It also has a formula raise et!ective Oc
tober 1, 1966, a year from now. That is 
in the bill. I support both of those pro
visions in the bill. 

I understand that amendments will be 
ot!ered to knock out the 1966 raise. I 
believe there are many good arguments 
why those should not be stricken out. 
These are things we can debate, discuss, 
and resolve when the bill comes before 
the House. 

Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman will 
agree that 4 hours of general debate, 
with an adequate opportunity for 
amendment, will make it possible for the 
House to work its will on these provi
sions, and therefore we should adopt this 
rule and proceed to see what the House 
desires to do as regards the features of 
the bill . . 

Mr. UDALL. I fully agree with the 
gentleman's statement. 

Mr. CORBETT. Very good. 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5legislative days in which to extend 
their remarks on the resolution now 
before the House. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I move 

the previous question on the resolution. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, 

the previous question is ordered. 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

on that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen

tary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, is the vote 

on the previous question? 

The SPEAKER. No. The vote is on 
the adoption of the resolution. 

Mr. HALL. The gentleman moved the 
previous question and the yeas and nays 
were asked on that motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the previous question was ordered 
by unanimous consent. Then came the 
question on the adoption of the resolu
tion, and on that the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. GERALD R. FORD] asked 
for the yeas and nays. Is the Chair's 
statement correct? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
as I best recollect it, I believe that the 
Chair put the motion on the previous 
question. 

The SPEAKER. By unanimous con
sent. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. That is cor
rect. 

The SPEAKER. Then the gentleman 
from Michigan demanded the yeas and 
nays on the adoption of the resolution. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. That is cor
rect. 

The SPEAKER. That is the matter 
before the House now. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 289, nays 84, not voting 59, 
as follows: 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, Dl. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Ayres 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Bates 
Battin 
Beckworth 
Bell 
Berry 
Betts 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brad em as 
Brock 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Callf. 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke 
Burton, Calif. 
Burton, Utah 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Callan 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Cleveland 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Conable 
Conte 
Cooley 
Corbett 

[Roll No. 293} 
YEAS-289 

Corman Hansen, Iowa 
Craley Hansen, Wash. 
Cramer Harsha 
Cunningham Hathaway 
CUrtin Hawkins 
Dague Hechler 
Daniels Henderson 
Dawson Herlong 
de la Garza Hicks 
Delaney Holifield 
Dent Horton 
Denoon Hosmer 
Diggs Howard 
Dingell Hungate 
Donohue Huot 
Dow Hutchinson 
Dulski !chord 
Duncan, Oreg. Irwin 
Dwyer Jacobs 
Dyal Jarman 
Edmondson Jennings 
Edwards, Calif. Joelson 
Ellsworth Johnson, Calif. 
Evans, Colo. Johnson, Pa. 
Farbstein Jones, Ala. 
Farnum Karsten 
Fascell Karth 
Feighan Kastenmeier 
Findley Kee 
Fino Keith 
Flood King, Calif. 
Fogarty King, N.Y. 
Foley King, Utah 
Ford, Krebs 

William D. Kunkel 
Fraser Leggett 
Frelinghuysen Long, Md. 
~edel Love 
Fulton, Pa. M-cCarthy 
FUlton, Tenn. McDade 
Garmatz McDowell 
Giaimo McFall 
Gibbons McGrath 
Gilbert McVicker 
Gilligan Ma.cdonald 
Gonzalez MacGregor 
Grabowski Machen 
Gray Mackay 
Green, Pa. Mackie 
Greigg Madden 
Grider Mathias 
Grover Matsunaga 
Gubser Matthews 
Hagen, Call!. Meeds 
Halpern Michel 
Hamilton Miller 
Hanley Minish 
Hanna Mink 
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Moeller 
Mona.gan 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Morse 
Morton 
Mosher 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murray 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Brien 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Hara, Mich. 
O'Konski 
Olsen,. Mont. 
Olson, Minn. 
O'Neill, Mass. 
ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pickle 
Pike 
Pool 
Powell 
Price 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Qule 
Race 
Randall 
Redlin 
Reid, Dl. 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Burleson 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Callaway 
Chelf 
Clawson, Del 
Colmer 
Curtis 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dole 
DOrn 
Dowdy 
DOwning 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fisher 
Flynt 

Reid, N.Y. 
Reifel 
Reinecke 
Resnick 
Reuss 
Rhodes, AriZ. 
Rhodes,Pa. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Roberts 
Robison 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roudebush 
Roush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidha user 
Schneebeli 
Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Springer 

NAYS-84 

Stafford 
Staggers 
Stalbaum . 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Todd 
Trimble 
Tun:Q.ey 
Tupper 
Tuten 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
Vimik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Watkins 
Whalley 
White, Idaho 
White, Tex. 
Widnall 
Willis 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
W-ydler · 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 

Ford, Gerald R. Martin, Nebr. 
Fountain Minshall 
Fuqua Mize 
Gathings Morris 
Gettys Nelsen 
Goodell O'Neal, Ga. 
Gross Passman 
Gurney Poff 
Hagan, Ga. Quillen 
Haley :t:Uvers, S.C. 
Hall Rogers, Tex. 
Halleck Satterfield 
Hansen, Idaho Scott 
Hardy . Selden 
Harris Sikes 
Hull Skubitz 
Jonas Stanton 
Laird Talcott 
Langen Teague, Tex. 
Latta Tuck 
Lennon Utt 
Lipscomb Waggonner 
Long, La. Walker, Miss. 
McCulloch Watson 
McEwen Whitener 
Mahon Williams 
Mailliard Wilson, Bob 
Marsh Younger 

NOT VOTING-59 
Adair Green, Oreg. Martin, Ala. 
Andrews, Griffin Martin, Mass. 

George W. ·Griffiths May 
Ashbrook Harvey, Ind. Mills 
Aspinall Harvey, Mich. Moss 
Baring Hays Multer 
Bolton Hebert Pirnie 
Bonner Helstoski Poage 
Bray Holland Roosevelt 
Cameron Johnson, Okla. Ryan 
Carey Jones, Mo. Sisk 
Casey Kelly Smith, Va. 
Celler Keogh Steed · 
Conyers Kirwan Thomas 
CUlver Kluczynski Thompson, Tex. 
Daddario Kornegay Toll 
Derwinski Landrum Watts 
Fallon Lindsay Weltner 
Farnsley McClory Whitten 
Gallagher McMillan Wright 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Martin of Massa

chusetts. 

Mr. Hebert with Mr. Pirnie. 
Mr. Kirwan with Mrs. May. 
Mrs. Kelly with Mrs. Bolton. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Adair. 
Mr. Toll with Mr. Harvey of Michigan. 
Mr. Culver with Mr. Martin of Alabama. 
Mr. Ryan with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Griffin. 
Mr. Helstoski with Mr. Brady. 
Mr. Fallon with Mr. Harvey of Indiana. 
Mr. George W. Andrews with Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. Daddario with Mr. Derwinski. 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Smith of Virginia. 
Mr. Multer with Mr. Gallagher. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Thomas. 
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Carey. 
Mr. Casey with Mr. Baring. 
Mr. Hays with Mr. Roosevelt. 
Mr. Steed with Mr. Moss. 
Mr. Weltner with Mr. McMillan. 
Mr. Cameron with Mr. Conye·rs. 
Mr. Kornegay with Mr. Sisk. 
Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Holland. 
Mr. Watts with Mrs. Green of Oregon. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Farnsley. 
Mr. Johnson of Oklahoma with Mr. Whit

ten. 
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. HALEY and Mr. BURLESON 
changed their votes from "yea" to "nay." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House ·of Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., September 10, 1965. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
House of Representatives. 

Sm: I have the honor to transmit here
with a sealed envelope addressed to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives from 
the President of the United States, received 
in the Clerk's Office at 4:15 p.m., September 
10, 1965, and said to contain H.R. 3329, an 
act to incorporaJte the Youth Councils on 
Civic Affairs, and for other purposes, and 
a veto message thereon. 

Respectfully yours, 
RALPH R. ROBERTS, 

Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives. 

INCORPORATE THE YOUTH COUN
CILS ON CIVIC AFFAIRS-VETO 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following veto message from the 
President of the United States: 

To the House of Representatives: 
I return herewith, without my approval, 

H .R. 3329, a bill to incorporate the Youth 
Councils on Civic Affairs, and for other 
purposes. 

The committee reports indicate that this 
organization had its origin in Jacksonville, 
Fla., in 1962, and that it was incorporated 
under Florida law in March 1963. Its gen
eral purposes are to promote youth activities 
for the good of the community and to make 
youth aware of their civic responsibilities. 
Obviously, these worthwhile purposes are not 
the basis of my concern with this bill. 

For some time I have been concerned with 
the question of whether we were granting 
Federal charters to private organizations on 
a case-by-case basis without the benefit of 
clearly established standards and criteria as 
to eligibility. Worthy civic, patriotic, and 
philanthropic organizations can and do in
corporate their activities under State law. 
It seems opvious that l"ederal charters should 
be granted, if at all, only on a selective basis 
and that they -should meet some national 
interest standard. 

Other questions indicate the desirability 
of further study of this matter. For ex
ample, does the granting of Federal charters 
to a limited number of organizations dis
criminate against similar and worthy orga
nizations and possibly stifle their growth? 
Should federally charted corporations be 
more carefully supervised by an agency of 
the Federal Government? Does Federal 
rather than State chartering result in differ
ences in the legal or tax status of the cor
poration, and are any differences appropriate 
ones? 

I note that last year Congress enacted 
Public Law 88-504, at the recommendation 
of the General Accounting Office, to provide 
common standards of auditing and reporting 
for federally chartered corporations covered 
by title 36 of the United States Code. This 
reflected a concern similar to mine that 
proper standards and criteria be established 
in this area. 

I hope that the Judiciary Committees will 
find it possible to make a comprehensive 
study of the questions I have outlined above. 
I am asking the Department of Justice and 
the Bureau of the Budget to explore these 
questions also and to make appropriate rec
ommendations to me. 

In the light of these concerns and with
out refiect.ton in any way on the worthy 
purposes of the organization which would be 
incorporated by this bill, I feel constrained to 
withhold my approval from H .R. 3329 at this 
time. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
THE WHITE HousE, Septe.mber 10, 1965. 

The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal. 

Without objection, the bill and mes
sage will be referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER. To what does the 

gentleman object? · 
Mr. HALL. I object to the reference 

of the veto message to the committee. 

AMEIUCAN YOUTH 
Mr. CA.ILAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask · 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Speaker, too 

often these days when we think of tbe 
term "American youth," we associate it 
with the much publicized high school 
dropouts; or unkempt beatniks march
ing or sitting in protest of anything 
that will bring them attention. Un
fortunately, the picture adds up to one of 
irresponsibility and bad judgment on the 
part of our youth. Mr. Speaker, this is 
simply not the case, for although these 
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elements do get the most publicity, there 
is another and brighter side of the coin. 
Throughout this country young men and 
women of the highest character are con
stantly performing jobs that contribute 
to the good of our Nation. 

I have had an unusual opportunity to 
see many of these young people in ac
tion in the military. As part of the 
Defense Department's orientation pro
gram for freshmen Congressmen, I have 
had the good fortune to visit Fort Ben
ning, Ga.; Fort Campbell, Ky.; the nu
clear submarine Nathaniel Greene; the 
aircraft carrier Wasp; and most recently 
Offit Air Force Base, Headquarters of 
the Strategic Air Command, the North 
American Air Defense Command, and 
the Air Force Academy. On these tours 
I was particularly impressed to see the 
type of jobs being performed by young 
men of 18 and 19. I saw them at the 
controls of the submarine, launching jets 
of! the carrier, manning the apparatus 
through which SAC could be alerted, 
and in many other tremendously re
sponsible positions. In each case, these 
young men were doing excellent jobs. 

America has always been proud of its 
youth. Yet at no time in our history 
could we be more proud than we are 
today, for despite the bad pu'Qlicity of a 
few, the many continue to uphold the 
highest traditions of American citizen
ship. 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 
NO. 978) 

Mr. MILLS submitted a conference re
port and statement on the bill (H.R. 
5768), to extend for an additional tem
porary period the existing suspension of 
duties on certain classifications of yarn 
or silk. 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 
NO. 979) 

Mr. MILLS submitted a conference re
port and statement on the bill <H.R. 
7969) to correct certain errors in the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States. 

SENATE BILL AND CONCURRENT 
RE$0LUTIONS REFERRED 

A bill and concurrent resolutions of the 
Senate of the following titles were taken 
from the Speaker's table and, under the 
rule, referred as follows: 

S. 1310. An act relating to the National 
Museum of the Smit hsonian Inst it ution; 

S . Con. Res. 46 . A concurrent resolut ion to 
authorize placing t emporarily in the rotunda 
of the Capitol the s11Jatue of the late S-enator 
Dennis Chavez; 

S. Oon. Res. 47. A concurrent resolution to 
authorize the acceptance by Oongress of the 
statue of the la te Senator Denruis Chavez; 
and 

S. Con. Res. 48. A concurrent resolution to 
print as a Senate document the proceedings 
of the presentat ion, dedication, and ac
ceptance by Congress of the statue CYf the la te 
Senator Dennis Chavez. To t he Commit
tee on House Administration. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. · 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

<at 12 o'clock and 31 minutes a.m., Tues
day, September 14, 1965), the. House ad
journed until 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred p.,s ·follows: 

1569. A letter from the Administrator, Vet
erans' Administration, transmitting a report 
of a violation consisting of an overobligation 
of the amount permitted by agency regula
tions, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 665(i) (2); to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

1570. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a report of tort 
claims paid in the fiscal year 1964, pursuant 
to 28 U.S.C. section 2673; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1571. A letter from the Administrator, Gen
eral Services Administration, transmitting a 
report of tort claims during fiscal year 196·5, 
pursuant to title 28, section 2672, U.S.C.; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1572. A letter from the Acting Secretary, 
Smithsonian Institution, transmitting a re
port on tort claims paid during the fiscal 
year 1965, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 2673; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

1573. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a report of an 
application for a supplemental loan by the 
Hooper Irrigation Co., of Hooper, Utah, pur
suant to section 4(c), 71 Stat. 48; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1574. A letter from the Acting Secretary. 
Treasury Department, transmitting a report 
of operations by Federal departments and 
establishments in connection with the bond
ing of officers and employees, for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1965, pursuant to sec
tion 14(c) (6 U.S.C. 14); to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

1575. A letter from the Administrator, Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, transmitting a report on funds used to 
provide additional research laboratory space 
at the University of Denver, Denver, Colo., 
pursuant to 78 Stat. 310, 311; to the Com
mittee on Science and Astronautics. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, pursuant 
to the order of the House of September 
9, 1965, the following bill was reported 
on September 10, 1965: 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H.R. 10874. A bill to 
amend the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 
to eliminate the provisions which reduce 
spouses' annuities by the amount of certain 
monthly benefits, to increase the base on 
which railroad retirement benefits and taxes 
are computed, and to change the rates of tax 
under the Railroad Retirement Tax Act; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 976). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 

for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint 
Committee on Disposition of Executive 
Papers. Report pursuant to (63 Stat. 377) 
without amendment (Rept. No. 977). 
Ordered to be printed. . 

Mr. MILLS: Committee of conference. 
H .R. 5768. A bill to extend for an additional 
temporary period the existing suspension of 
duties on certain classifications of yarn of 
silk (Rept. No. 978). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee of conference. 
H .R. 7969. A bill to correct certain errors in 
the Tariff Schedules of the United States 
(Rept. No. 979). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 8035. A bill 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
accept a donation of property in the county 
of Suffolk, State of New York, known as the 
William Floyd Estate, for addition to the Fire 
Island National Seashore, and for other pur
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 980). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 9417. A 
bill to revise the boundary of Jewel Cave 
National Monument in the State of South 
Dakota, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 981). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: Committee on In- . 
terior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 6515. A bill 
to supplement the act of October 6, 1964. 
establishing the Lewis and Clark Trail Com
mission, and for other purposes; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 982). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. SELDEN: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. House Resolution 560. Resolution to 
express the sense of the House of Represent
atives declaring the policy of the United 
States relative to the intervention of the 
international communistic movement in the 
Western Hemisphere; without amendment 
(Rept. N.o. 983). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H.R. 10998. A bill to continue for a tem

porary period the existing suspension of 
duty on heptanoic acid; to the Oommittee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin: 
H.R. 10999. A bill to provide for appoint

ment by the Pos.tmaster General of pos,t
masters at first-, second-, and third-class 
post offices; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Ci vii Service. 

By Mr. DULSKI: 
H.R. 11000. ·A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the Hudson Highla nds Na t ional 
Scenic Riverway in the State of New York, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insul.ar Affairs. 

By Mr. ERLENBORN: 
H .R. 11001. A bill to establish the national 

water resources trust fund; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. FINO: 
H .R. 11002. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Agriculture to regulate the trans
portation, sa le, and h andling of dogs and cats 
intended to be used for purposes of research 
or experimentation, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 
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By Mr. HARRIS: 

H.R. 11003. A bill to amend the Communi
cations Act of 1934,. as amended, with respect 
to painting, illumination, and dismantle
ment of radio towers; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H.R.11004. A bill to create a Small Busi

ness Capital Bank; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. SIKES: 
H.R. 11005. A bill to amend the Hatch Aot 

to permit all officers and employees of the 
Government to exercise the full responsi
bility of citizenship and to take an active 
part in the political life of the United States; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by re
quest): 

H.R. 11006. A bill to extend the statutory 
burial allowance to certain veterans whose 
deaths occur as a result of a service-con
nected disability; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 11007. A bill to provide statutory 
authority for the Deputy Administrator of 
Veterans ' Affairs to assume the duties of 
Administrator during the absence or dis
ability of the Administrator, or during a 
vacancy in that office, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H.R. 11008. A bj.ll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit against 
income tax to employers for the expenses of 
providing training programs for employees 
and prospective employees; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 11009. A bill to authorize a study of 

methods of helping to provide financial 
assistance to victims of future natural 
disasters; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 
H .R. 11010. A bill to transfer control of 

Pershing Hall to the Secretary of State; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ASHLEY: 
H.R. 11011. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

<>f the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and· for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 
H.R .. 11012. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. FINO: 
H.R. 11013. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

<>f the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
·Currency. 

ByMr.GRABOWSKI: . 
H.R. 11014. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

<>f the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Iowa: 
H.R. 11015. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 
H.R. 11016. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro-

vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. OTTINGER: 
H.R. 11017. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the. Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure ;for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. STEPHENS: 
H.R. 11018. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. BROCK: 
H.R. 11019. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for . other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. TALCOTT: 
H.R. 11020. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania: 
H .R. 11021. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Fede~ral Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propri-ety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. STANTON: 
H.R. 11022. A bill to amend section 18 (c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to }>TO
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. MIZE:· 
H.R. 11023. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Cilrrency. 

By Mr. DEL CLAWSON: 
H.R. 11024. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly proc•edure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to· the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 11025. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro
vide an orderly procedure ·for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. HARVEY of Michigan: 
H.R. 11026. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Ad to pro
vide an orderly procedure for adjudicating 
the propriety of bank mergers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H.R. 11027. A bill to provide additional 

assistance for areas suffering a major dis
aster; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H.R. 11028. A bill to amend the Tariff 

Schedules of the United States with respect 
to the tariff treatment of certain waterproof 
cloth; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11029. A bill relating to the tariff 
treatment of certain woven fabrics of vege-

table fibers (except cotton); to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 
H.R. 11030. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against income tax to individuals for cer
tain expenses incurred in ·providing higher 
education; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 
H.R. 11031. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to treat sintering 
or burning as a mining process in the case 
of shale, clay, and slate used or sold for use, 
as lightweight concrete aggregates; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROONEY of New York: 
H.R. ·11032. A bill to provide for the es

tablishment of the Hudson Highlands Na
tional Scenic Riverway in the State of New 
York, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. TODD: 
H.R. 11033. A bill to amend section 18(c) 

of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: . 
H. Con. Res. 506. Concurrent resolution· to 

establish a Joint Committee on Central In
telligence; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DOW: 
H. Con. Res. 507. Concurrent resolution to 

recognize the World Law Day; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BATES: 
H. Con. Res. 508. Concurrent resolution au

thorizing the President to designate the 8-
day period beginning October 10, 1965, as 
Canberra Week; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOELLER: 
H. Res. 577. Resolution relative to the In

terstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
making an investigation and study of cer
tain policies of the Federal Communications 
Commission; to the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXll, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BELL: 
H.R. 11034. A bill for the relief Of Clyde 

Bruce Aitchison, Jr.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (by 
request): 

H.R. 11035. A bill for the relief of Eleanore 
W. Ward; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11036. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Milagros Grageda Thompson; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11037. A bill for the relief of Adelia 
Augusta Fernandes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11038. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Edna A. Bettendorf; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUCHANAN: 
H.R. 11039. A bill for the relief of Nimet 

Allah Odeh Elias Mashni; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
H .R . 11040. A bill for the relief of Michelle 

Marie Kendall; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 11041. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

Mrs. Imre Emil Bella, and Gustavo Bella; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
H.R. 11042. A bill for the relief of Pana

giota and Konstantinos Karras; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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PETITIONS, ETC. By Mr. MULTER: 
H.R. 11043. A bill for the relief of Enrique 

Salem; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois: 

H.R. 11044. A bill for the relief of Deme
trios Kalyvis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIKES: 
H.R. 11045. A blll for the relief of Semra 

Nurtac Demiray (Erdag); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 
H .R. 11046. A bill for the relief of Michael 

Pons; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON: · 

H.R. 11047. A blll for the relief of Hoo Sun 
Chang; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WYATT: 
H.R. 11048. A blll for the relief of Ma.tlide 

Bascon-Acosta; to the Committee on the · 
Judiciary. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII a petition 
was laid on the Clerk's desk and referred 
as follows: 

269. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Henry Stoner, Fishing Bridge Station, Wyo., 
relative to increasing appropriations for 
housing, which was referred to the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 
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